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GRAIN BINS—DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


FRIDAY, JULY 22, 1955 


Unitep Srares Senate, 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 


The subcommittee met, as authorized by Senate Resolution No. 41, 
agreed to on February 21, 1955, at 10:10 a. m., pursuant to notice, in 
room 357, Senate Office Building, Senator John L. McClellan (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Present: Senator John L. McClellan, Democrat, Arkansas; Senator 
Stuart Symington, Democrat, Missouri; Senator Karl E. Mundt, 
Republican, South Dakota; Senator George H. Bender, Republican, 
Ohio. 


Present also: Robert F. Kennedy, chief counsel; James N. Juliana 
© ’ ’ 


chief counsel to the minority; La Vern J. Duffy, investigator; Ruth 
Y. Watt, chief clerk. 

The CuarrMan. The committee will come to order. 

The Chair issued a brief press release regarding the purpose of 


this investigation. For the record, I will read that release at this 
time: 


As part of the farm price-support program, the Department of Agriculture and 
the Commodity Credit Corporation have purchased millions of dollars of surplus 
grain from American farmers. The storage of this grain has presented a con- 
siderable problem since its storage has far exceeded commercial facilities. 

In order to store the surplus grain, the Commodity Credit Corporation has 
been actively engaged in the purchase of grain storage bins since 1939. 

As of August 20, 1954, the CCC had on hand 192,878 grain bins with the 
capacity of 843,890,529 bushels. The cost to the American taxpayer for these 
facilities totals $177,217,000. Indications are that approximately 30,000 addi- 
tional grain bins will be needed within the next few months to handle the large 
anticipated surplus of grain in the Midwest. With the tremendous investment 
of taxpayers’ money in this program, it is fitting that this subcommittee examine 
closely the allegations of the ineficiency and waste in the erection of these bins. 

Facts made available to the subcommittee disclosed that during 1949 a sub- 
stantial amount of the storage bins manufactured and erected under the super- 
vision of the Department of Agriculture was defective. 

Despite this situation which developed in 1949, adequate corrective measures 
were not taken by responsible officials to prevent recurrences, including the 
naval inspection service which is presently charged with the inspection responsi- 
bility at the manufacturing level. 

It is alleged that the failure to take proper preventive measures has resulted 
in the erection of a substantial number of defective structures in 1954. 

The committee is endeavoring to determine whether such allegations are true, 
and, if the bins are defective, the causes and responsibility for their failure. 
The subcommittee also seeks to determine if proper corrective measures were 
taken when the defects were first detected, with a view to preventing possible 
recurrences and whether the inspection procedures both at the manufacturing 
and field level are adequate. 


1 
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Mr. Counsel, call the first witness. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Bernard F. Locraft. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Locraft, will you be sworn, please? 

Do you solemnly swear that the evidence you shall give before this 
Senate Investigating Subcommittee, shall be the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Locrart. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF BERNARD F, LOCRAFT, CIVIL ENGINEER, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


The CuarrmMan. You are probably familiar with the rules of this 
committee, sir, that anyone appearing before it has the privilege of 
counsel if he desires. 

Do you desire counsel, or are you ready to proceed without one? 

Mr. Locrarr. I am ready to proceed. 

The CHarrman. All rizht, have a seat. 

Please state your name, for the record. 

Mr. Locrarr. My name is Bernard F. Locraft. I am a native 
Washingtonian. I now live at 2900 Daniel Road, Chevy Chase, Md. 
a office is at 1179 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington 7, 

ais 3 

The CuarrMan. Are you in Government service? 

Mr. Locrart. I am in private practice; a private civil engineer. 

The CuHatrman. Have you been employed by any agency of the 
Federal Government to perform a service for it? 

Mr. Locrarr. I have been retained by several of the different 
Government agencies on different occasions. 

The Cuargman. All right, Mr. Counsel, you may proceed. 

Mr. Kennepy. You are a civil engineer, are you? 

Mr. Locrart. Yes, sir; I am a graduate civil engineer in the class of 
1925 from Catholic University of America. 

Mr. Kennepy. You are licensed to practice? 

Mr. Locrarr. I have been continucusly engaged in the private 
practice of civil engineering since 1925. From 1925 to 1936 I was 
employed by James Berrall. 

rom 1936 to 1945 we were in partners as Berrall & Locraft, 
still in the private practice of civil engineering. 

In 1945 Mr. Berrall retired and I took over the business under my 
own name and have since been operating continuously as Bernard F. 
Locraft, Civil Engineer. 

I am a registered professional engineer in the District of Columbia, 
in the States of Maryland, Virginia, Ohio, and Iowa, and I am active 
in a number of professional organizations. 

Mr. Kennepy. What professional organizations? 

Mr. Locrarr. I am presently oreaitenk of the National Capital 
section of the American Society of Civil Engineers. I am the past 
president of the Washington Society of Engineers; past president of 
the Engineers Club of Washington, and past president of the District 
of Columbia Architectural and Engineering Societies, 

I am also a member of the District of Columbia Building Code Ad- 
visory Committee, and a member of the District of Columbia Safe 
Buildings Committee. 








GRAIN BINS——-DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 3 


I am also a director of the Enterprise Federal Savings & Loan Asso- 
ciation, and a director on the board of advisers of Dunbarton College. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Locraft, were you retained by the Department 
of Agriculture to make a study of alleged defective grain bins through- 
out the Middle West? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes, I was. 

Mr. Kennepy. When did you go to work for the Department of 
Agriculture in that capacity? 

Mr. Locrarr. On April 13, 1955, I met with a group of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture personnel in the offices of Mr. McLain in Wash- 
ington. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Locraft, did you make a report on your study 
and your tour of the Middle West? 

Mr. Locrart. I did. 

Senator Symineton. Who is Mr. McLain? 

Mr. Locrartr. Mr. McLain is the Director of the Grain Division, as 
I understand it, Commodity Credit Corporation, Department of 
Agriculture. 

Mr. Kennepy. You have a letter, I believe, that is dated May 27, 
1955, which outlines how you went to work for the Department of 
Agriculture and what date? 

Mr. Locrart. I do. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman, could he read that letter into the 
record? It is fairly short. 

The CuHarrMAN. You may read the letter into the record. 

Mr. Locrarr (reading): 

On April 13, 1955, I met with a group of Department of Agriculture personnel 

in the office of Mr. McLain in Washington and was briefed on the problem of 
the failure of steel grain bins furnished by the firm of Black, Sivalls & Bryson, 
Ine. oe & B.), under purchase order contracts Nos. 270 and 278 made in the 
year it . 
' On April 25, 1955, I met in the office of the Department of Agriculture on the 
eighth floor at 623 South Wabash Avenue, Chicago, Ill., with representatives 
of the Department from Washington and from the several States in the grain 
belt where the B. 8. & B. bins, as well as those from other suppliers, were erected. 
At that meeting, general discussion was heard on the difficulties and problems 
encount2red in the erection and maintenance of the bins. It was noted that 
there was a marked similarity and uniformity in the reports made, no matter 
which State was discussed. 

On May 6, 1955, I left Washington, D. C., to examine B. 8. & B. bins in detail 
at several sites in Illinois, Kansas, Iowa, and Minnesota 

Senator Symrneton. Who made the reports that you referred to? 
You said there was a similarity between the reports, the committee 
reports. 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes, sir. The various representatives from the 
grain belt States. 

Senator Symineron. Representatives of what? 

Mr. Locrarr. Of the Department of Agriculture, in the grain belt 
States: 

Senator Symineton. Did they have anything to do with the com- 
pany in question? 

Mr. Locrart. No, sir; they were representatives of the Govern- 
ment. 

Senator Syminerton. All reports were markedly similar? 

Mr. Locrarr. Very similar. 

Mr. Kennepy. They involved other companies other than Black, 
Sivalls & Bryson? 
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Mr. Locrarr. They did. I have a detailed listing of the various 
reports made by these men and their similarity is marked. 

Senator Symrnetron. What is the importance of the fact that they 
were markedly similar? Why do you mention that? What is the 
significance? 

Mr. Locrarr. There were manufacturers supplying bins in the 
several States. They didn’t have one manufacturer supply all the 
bins in one State and another in all the others, but the differences 
and the troubles that were being encountered by each manufacturer 
in the several States was similar in each State. 

Senator Symrneron. In other words, it was not a criticism of the 
reports at all of the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Locrarr. No. 

Senator Symineton. It was just the fact that you ran into the same 
troubles in each report; is that correct? 

Mr. Locrarr. That is correct. 

On this May 6 trip I was accompanied by several representatives 
from the Washington office and several local departmental personnel 
at each bin site visited. 

There were several men from the Washington office who accom- 
panied me to each site, and then in each different State representatives 
from the local area would accompany me to the individual sites. 

The CHarrMan. You mean Government representatives? 

Mr. Locrart. That is correct, Government representatives in every 
instance. 

On May 14 I returned to Washington from that trip. During the 
time between May 6 and May 14 a bin was dismantled and reassembled 
at Rochester, near Springfield, Ill.; at Abilene, Kans., the dismantled 
bin was measured in detail there. 

At Manhattan, Kans., the perfection type B. S. & B. bin was 
examined. 

At Webster City, near Des Moines, lowa, we made detailed measure- 
ments of a bin which had not been assembled and was still in its 
original package and condition as received from the manufacturer. 

Iso at this location bins were examined which had been erected by 
departmental personnel. 

At Ames, Iowa, test procedure was observed and test bins examined. 

At Revere, near St. Paul, Minn., a bin was dismantled and measured 
in detail. 

In this extended tour through four States and at the different 
locations mentioned an opportunity was had to examine bins which 
had not previously been handled or erected, bins which were dismantled 
and reassembled, bins which were in place as erected, both filled and 
empty, and bins dismantled under personal supervision. 

In every instance the defects in fabrication were consistent and 
practically identical, while the erection faults were evident and were 
varied, depending upon the competency of the workmen engaged and 
time consumed in putting the bins together. 

During the investigation many Government photographs were 
made by a photographer from the Department. These pictures tell 
much more than the written report and each supplements the other 
to support the consistency of the deficiency. 

(At this point Senator Bender entered the hearing room.) 
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Mr. Locrart. I then made a detailed comment on each site visited, 
noting the comparable photograph that was taken at each place. 

The CuarrmMan. Do you have those photographs? 

Mr. Locrarr. [ have the photographs. 

The CuarrMan. You may file them in bulk. They may be num- 
bered ‘exhibit 1’’ as part of the record and we will not number each 
one separately. 

Do you have identification information on each picture showing 
where the picture was made? 

Mr. Locrarr. Mr. Chairman, I do not have each photograph iden- 
tified in that manner. There is a number at the bottom of the picture 
which corresponds to a comparable number in the report. 

The CuarrMan. In other words, you have a report there that will 
identify them by number as you proceed? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes. 

The CuarrMan, All right, you may proceed and the pictures will be 
made exhibit No. 1 to your testimony. 

(Exhibit No. 1 may be found in the files of the subcommittee.) 

The CuarrMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Locraft, how many bins did B. S. & B. erect 
during 1954? 

Mr. Locrart. I have heard it was close to 10,000, but I don’t have 
the exact number. 

Mr. Kennepy. Our records show there were 8,960 bins erected. 

Mr. Locrarr. That would be probably correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. Under three contracts, Mr. Chairman, totaling 
$4,887,000.20—$4,887,000. 

The CHatrMan. Do you have those figures? 

Mr. Locrart. I have heard the large amount of the figures; yes, sir, 
but I do not know the exact figures. 

The CxHarrMan. These figures appear substantially correct from 
your information? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes, sir. 

The CuartrMan. All right, proceed with your report. 

Mr. Locrarr. At the Rochester, Sangamon County, IIl., bin site 
No. 468, near Springfield, Ill., a bin which had been dismantled at 
Carthage, Ill., bin site No 402, was partially reerected at Rochester. 
Photographs N-15002 to N-15227 show the conditions obtaining in 
which the difficulties in the bin fabrication were very plain. 

In order to make this a little more intelligible, may I describe these 
bins roughly? 

The CHarrMan. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Locrart. The bin is a corrugated steel structure, 18 feet in 
diameter, and 16 feet high. It has a foundation pad of crimped 
16-gage material which is galvanized and then coated with protective 
asphalt coating. 

There is on top of that a foundation ring which is also 16-gage 
material; it is about 2 feet high. It is plain 16-gage steel material 
with a formed angle outstanding leg at the bottom through which holes 
were punched to engage holes in the foundation pad just mentioned. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Locraft, I think if you could show it on the 
picture when you talk about them it might make it easier. 

Do you have a picture there to show the various parts you are 
describing, such as the footing pad and foundation ring? 
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Mr. Locrarr. The footing pad is shown on drawing N-15200 at the 
very bottom. 

Mr. Kennepy. Can you hold it up so the committee can see what 
you are talking about? 

Mr. Locrarr. At the very bottom. 

The CuarrmMan. What is that called that you are pointing to? 

Mr. Locrart. That is the foundation pad. Then there is a founda- 
tion ring which extends from the foundation pad vertically for about 
2 feet in height. 

Mr. Kennepy. What is the purpose of the foundation pad? 

Mr. Locrartr. The purpose of the foundation pad is twofold. 
One is to distribute the load over the foundation material to keep the 
bin from settling into the ground. 

The other is to engage the surrounding earth to keep the bin from 
blowing over when it is empty. 

The Cuarrman. What is the purpose of the ring? 

Mr. Locrarr. The foundation ring is to give the bin shape. It is 
supposed to be 18 feet in diameter and is supposed to carry the super- 
structure, which is the corrugated sidewalls of the bin. 

The Cuarrman. Are all of those parts now that you have so far 
identified a part of the manufactured item that is purchased? 

Mr. Locrart. They are. At the base of the foundation ring there 
is a formed angle about 1% to 2 inches wide which gives a leg on 
which this foundation ring stands. In that leg there are holes 
punched every 9% inches which is supposed to engage similar holes 
in the foundation pad. 

The top of the foundation ring is supposed to be fabricated to form 
a beginning corrugation, to engage the superstructure which is corru- 
gated metal of 18-gage material. 

The wall sheets, the corrugated wall sheets of the bin, are variously 
of 18- and 20-gage material as the height gets greater and the pressure 
on the bin sides gets lesser. 

The sheets are approximately 2% feet in width and are supposed to 
be punched, fabricated and punched, so that hole spacings in the 
horizontal rings may be 9%-inch centers and in the vertical direction 
in each corrugation. 

The CuarrmMan. May I inquire if those bins are bought, if you know, 
on specification and they are presumed to have been manufactured 
and fabricated to meet the specifications provided by the Agricultural 
Department or Commodity Credit Corporation? 

Mr. Locrarr. There are two types. The standard type bin is 
according to the Department of Agriculture’s standard specification. 
And the manufacturer’s own type bin, which is in the case in point as 
the B. S. & B. is known as the perfection-type bin, is supposed to be 
in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications which are to be 
approved by the Department of Agriculture and follow strictly the 
standard specifications for the Department. 

The CuarrmMan. These purchases of these bins had been made on 
2 plans, 1 where the Department of Agriculture furnished the specifica- 
tions, and they were manufactured according to those specifications. 

Mr. Locrart. Were supposed to be manufactured according to the 
specifications. 

The Cuareman. All right, we will say supposed to be manufactured 
according to the specifications. 
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The other instance is where the manufacturer has its own bin that 
it offers to sell, and the Government purchases it, and it is supposed 
to measure up to certain standards and specifications as presented to 
the Agricultural Department for approval before purchasing? 

Mr. Locrart. That is correct. 

The CHarrMan. All right, proceed. 

(At this point Senator Symington withdrew from the hearing room.) 

Mr. Locrarr. On top of the corrugated sidings there is a corrugated 
metal roof. 

Then the inside of the bin has a ladder, a vertical ladder from the 
hatchway in the roof down to near the loading or unloading door at the 
base of the bin, and there is a metal floor of 24-gage steel inside the bin 
which covers the earth that is within the bin. 

Later on the bins are supposed to be filled and emptied. In each 
instance the bins are intended to be and specified to be, raintight, 
weathertight, and secure against vermin and other rodents. 

The joints are supposed to be made with bolts, the heads of which 
are protected by black neoprene washers, and the entire specification 
is very explicit and very complete. 

The CHarrMan. Let me ask you this question: If manufactured 
according to those specifications, would they meet the test of weather- 
tight and moistureproof and all those things, if they were made 
according to the specifications? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes, sir. The specifications and the plans are very 
complete. 

The CuarrMan. Would you say adequate? 

Mr. Locrart. Very adequate. 

The Cuarrman. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Locrartr. The gentlemen who were present with me at Roches- 
ter, Ill., were Messrs. Molander, Maloney, Postlethwaite, and four 
assistants of Mr. Fisher. That inspection was made at 1:15 p. m. 
on May 7. 

Senator Benper. Who are these gentlemen? 

Mr. Locrarr. Mr. Molander is an engineer with the Department 
of Agriculture, stationed at Beltsville. 

Mr. Fisher was the Department of Agriculture State representative. 
I am not sure of his full title, but he was the headman and a very 
fine man. 

Mr. Maloney was the Department of Agriculture’s investigator. 
He came from Chicago, as I understand it. 

Mr. Postlethwaite is a photographer assigned to us by the Depart- 
ment here at Washington. 

There were four assistants of Mr. Fisher. They were employees of 
the Department of Agriculture stationed in that area. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Locraft, what defects did you find in those 
bins? ‘Then will you say generally what the defects are and hold up 
the pictures that indicate the defects? 

Then I think we can better understand it. 

Mr. Locrarr. I found that the bins were not capable of being 
erected in a plumb, vertical manner. That is shown on drawing 
15200, which indicates the plumb line and the variance out of plumb 
by means of a rule. 

The Cuarrman. When you say not capable of being constructed on 
a plumb line, when you say not capable, is that because of defects in 
the fabrication of it? 
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Mr. Locrart. That is correct. 

I can clear that right now. The radius of the bin, according to 
contract plans, should be 9 feet or reasonably close thereto, for an 
18-foot bin. The bin at Rochester was taken apart after I measured 
it in places. It was taken apart and the various units were then taken 
into a shed nearby, which had a concrete floor on the shed. Wescribed 
ares of 7 feet, 7 feet 6, every 6 inches up to 9 feet 6 with a chalkline 
on the floor, and we laid the various pieces of material on those ares 
to measure the radius of bend of the several pieces. 

I expected to find the radius of bend somewhere in the 9-foot 
category, but I found the foundation pad to measure and to fit the 
7-foot radius as shown in drawing on picture 15226. 

It shows the foundation pad fitting the 7 foot 6 radius. 

The CuarrMan. You say it fitted the 7 foot 6; what under the 
specifications should it have been? 

Mr. Locrarr. Nine feet. 

The CuarrmMan. Nine feet six? 

Mr. Locrarr. No; 9 feet, practically no inches. 

The CuarrMan. That was 18 inches short, then? 

Mr. Locrart. That is correct. 

So that your diameter of your bin at the foundation would be 
15 feet round. The diameter of the bin when the wall sheets began 
to fit it would be 18 feet round, so that you had a spreading out of 
18 inches or 3 feet in diameter when you tried to put the superstructure 
on the foundation. 

The Cuarrman. When erected in that condition, did that character 
of material as fabricated measure up to the standards and specifica- 
tions of what the Government purchased? 

Mr. Locrarrt. It did not. 

The CuarrmMan. What is the consequence of the structure when 
erected with that defective fabrication? 

Mr. Locrarr. It requires that the erector force the superstructure 
to fit the foundation piece and in that way the rings and the sheets 
flatten out or scallop out. They are not a true circle. That is the 
part that causes greater stress. 

When that condition arises, greater stresses are caused on material, 
and the material has a tendency to fail and it did fail. 

The CuatrMan. In other words, that piece that is supposed to be 
9 feet, that was only 7 feet 6, had to be straightened out enough to 
make it reach? 

Mr. Locrart. Right. 

The CuatrMan. So that it could be put in place? 

Mr. Locrart. That is correct. 

The CrarrMan. Did that thus weaken the strength of the bin? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes. 

The Crarrman. So that when so erected the strength of the bin 
was not up to standard or up to specifications? 

Mr. Locrarr. That is right. It may stand for this season, we will 
assume, but I understand the purpose of these bins being demountable 
is that when the need for the bin at one particular site was no longer 
required, it could be taken down and reerected elsewhere. 

So that each time it was handled it would be stretched and re- 
stretched and it would wear out of its trying to put it together again. 

The CuarrMan. They might stand for one season? 
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Mr. Locrarr. Might. 

The CuarrMan. And might not? 

Mr. Locrarr. That is right. H. 

As it is, they are leaking and moisture, and in some cases we came 
to later, they are even leaking the grain which is stored within them. 

Senator Benper. Do you feel that the contractors for these facili- 
ties were defrauding the Government? 

Mr. Locrarr. | would not like to go that far, sir. 

Senator BenpEeR. Would you say they were shortchanging the 
Government? 

Mr. Locrarr. I don’t think that they were furnishing what was 
specified. 

Senator Benprer. You would not want to say they were short- 
changing the taxpayers? 

Mr. Locrarr. That is strong language, sir, but in effect, that is 
really what they were doing. 

Senator BenprerR. Who is responsible for this? As a civil engineer 
where would you say the responsibility rests for this facility not being 
up to standard? 

Mr. Locrart. I think that the inadequacies in fabrication should 
have been detected at the fabricating plant before they reached the 
bin sites. 

Senator Benper. Whose responsibility is it to detect this in- 
accuracy? 

Mr. Locrarr. It would be the responsibility of the inspection 
service. 

Senator Benpger. The United States inspection service? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benper. Under whose jurisdiction? Where do they work? 

Mr. Locrart. I have been told it is the Naval Inspection Service, 
but the specifications under which the bins have been placed places 
the full responsibility for the material really back on the contractor, 
on the fabricator. 

The fabricator is human and if he can get away with it, he will try it. 

Senator BenpeR. Do you think he is deliberately trying to get 
away with it? 

Mr. Locrarrt. I don’t think it is deliberate because some of the 
parts do come up to specifications. Some of them don’t. It is just 
careless work. 

Senator Benper. Of course, there is $177 million involved here 
which has been expended for these facilities. 

Under the circumstances it is important to know who is responsible 
and what your opinion is as an engineer. 

Mr. Locrarr. My opinion is definitely this, that the defects and 
deficiencies should have been checked and tested in the factory before 
they were put on the site. There has been a pilot model erected to 
see whether or not these units would go together. 

I understand that that may have been done, or may not have been 
done. It is questionable. 

I am not in a position to testify definitely, but I find in reading the 
reports that the statement was made that the pilot model was erected 
in, say, the latter week of April 1954, but it was later found that the 
material was not available to be erected until the last few days of 
April 1954, and that the foundation pads, this one I am just mention- 
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ing is only 7 feet 6 in radius, was not furnished to the fabricator 
until May 1, which is about a week or 10 days after it was reported 
that the pilot model bin had been erected. 

It was obviously impossible to do that. 

Senator Benper. How much more money did the fabricator make 
and how much greater profit could he obtain as a result of this short- 
changing of the Government? 

Mr. Locrarr. I am not in a position to be able to state that, sir. 

Senator Benper. As a civil engineer, what would you say would be 
the percentage of cost if the contract had been carried out as specified 
and as it was? 

Mr. Locrart. I am not in a position to give you any figures on 
that, sir. I wish I could, but I am not. 

The Cuarrman. All right, you spoke about this model being erected 
in May, I believe, 1954. 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes; the latter part of April 1954. 

The Cuarrman. Did you see it? 

Mr. Locrarr. No; I have not seen it. It is only what I have read 
in the report of Mr. Maloney, of the Department of Agriculture. 

The CuarrMan. Was it constructed out of material from the plant 
or old material that had been used before? 

Mr. Locrarr. I don’t know. During our tour in the early part 
of May of this year I requested Mr. Maloney to be sure to try to find 
out if the pilot model had been erected. He evidently learned, as he 
states in his report, that a pilot model had been erected, but it turned 
out that it had been erected about a week or 10 days before the 
material had been fabricated to use in the pilot model. So 

The CuarrMan. As an engineer, let me ask you this: Would the 
exercise of proper supervision, supercaution on the part of the Govern- 
ment, proper inspection to make certain that the Government was 
getting what it had bought, would that have revealed these defects 
so that they should not have been accepted when they would not 
meet the standards? 

Mr. Locrart. Yes, it would have shown up. 

The Cuarrman. There is no question about that? 

Mr. Locrarr. No question at all. 

The CxHarrmMan. No question, but what if proper inspection had 
been made either by the Government or by the manufacturer of the 
bins, it would have revealed and would have disclosed that these were 
not up to standards and that they did not meet specifications? 

Mr. Locrarr. They did not meet specifications with respect to 
fabrication. The material and the galvanizing, yes, but the fabrication 
of the material, the bending of it, and the punching of the holes did 
not meet the requirement. 

The Cuarrman. As I understand you, it was not the quality of the 
material used; you have found no defect in the quality of the material 
that went into the bin? 

Mr. Locrart. No, the several samples were sent to Mr. Molander, 
whom I previously mentioned; he had them tested at the National 
Bureau of Standards and they stood up a little better than the speci- 
fications requirement. 

The Cuarrman. The material was wholly adequate. It is simply 
that the fabrication of it was not up to specification? 
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Mr. Locrarr. The fabrication as I understand it, is what we are 
talking about. 

Also, there were some erection defects, but that is later. 

The CuarrMAN. I am talking now where the manufacturer would 
be responsible. 

Mr. Locrarr. That is correct. 

The CuarrMan. I understand that there is some question also 
raised as to the proper erection by the contractor. 

Mr. Locrarr. That is correct. 

The CHarrMAN. We are talking now about the manufacturer? 

Mr. Locrart. Yes. 

The CuarrmMan. And there is no defect in the material used. The 
defect was in the fabrication of it? 

Mr. Locrarr. That is correct. 

The CrarrMan. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Locrarr. Carrying out this same procedure to test the radius 
of these several pieces removed from the bin at Rochester, I took a 
foundation sheet and found that one of the sheets measured exactly 
9-foot radius and that sheet was supposed to have been applied on 
top of the one which measured only 7 feet 6. 

It is obviously impractical to get those two together with any 
reasonable degree of ease. 

That is important because these bins were supposed to be erected 
under contract except in the State of lowa where the people from the 
Department of Agriculture erected them on their own time and they 
took time to put them together properly and they did a fairly good 
job, better than any I saw anywhere else. 

The CHarRMAN. When you say a “good job,” you mean the erection 
of them by the Government people in Iowa, they had done a good job 
of erecting them? 

Mr. Locrarr. They had done the best job of erecting with the 
materials that were handy to them. 

The Cuarrman. They had done the best job possible with the de- 
fective fabrication that they had to work with; is that right? 

Mr. Locrarr. That is correct, but in the other instances where the 
bins were being erected by men under contract—speed and trying to 
get done—these defects in fabrication just presented insuperable 
obstacles. 

The CuarrMan. In that respect the contractor’s job was just to 
assemble and erect it from the package that was furnished from the 
manufacturer? 

Mr. Locrart. Yes. 

The CuarrMAN. You say in those instances where there were con- 
tractors doing the job, speed, and so forth, they just threw it together 
as best they could? 

Mr. Locrart. That is correct. 

The CuarrmMan. Would the defect in the fabrication alsc be an 
important factor in the defect of the bin after ereeted where contractors 
had undertaken to erect them with defective fabrication? 

Mr. Locrart. To a very great degree, it would, particularly when 
it came time to dismantle the bin and reerect it elsewhere. 

The Cuarrman. All right, proceed. 


65818—55——2 
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Mr. Locrarr. The foundation ring which fits the 9-foot radius is 
shown on picture 15227. I have several other pictures of the founda- 
tion rings. 

One, picture 15230, shows the foundation pad attached to the 
foundation ring on an 8-foot 4-inch radius. 

There is another one, picture 15231, on an 8-foot 10-inch radius. 

There is another one, picture 15232, on a 7-foot 10-inch radius. 

Now, to clarify that fact that they are not up to the 9-foot radius, 
the specifications permit a tolerance in fabrication of the corrugated 
metal sheets for the walls between 8 and 9 feet in radius. 

However, there is no tolerance permitted other than the standard 
tolerance of the trade for the fabrication of these foundation pads or 
the foundation rings. 

The CuarrmMan. Now, that is all based on contract? 

Mr. Locrart. I did not get that. 

The Cuairman. That is all based on the contractor purchasing on 
certain plans and specifications? 

Mr. Locrart. And it is so stated in the specifications which are 
provided by the Government. 

The CHarrMan. In other words, the specification allows the toler- 
ance in what? 

Mr. Locrart. In the corrugated wall sheet of between 8 and 9 feet 
in radius. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, it would be standard if it was 8 feet 
in one length, and 9 feet? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes; the sheets can be spread. They are limber 
enough to be adjusted to the proper radius. 

The Cuarrman. Now, you said there was no tolerance in respect 
to what? 

Mr. Locrart. In respect to the foundation pad or the foundation 
ring sheet. That material is of 16-gage metal and is in the case of the 
foundation pad, crimped so that it is quite stiff and rigid. 

In the case of the foundation ring sheet there is an angle, bent out 
at the bottom, which acts as a very stiff web, so that the metal is not 
capable of being bent easily into shape. 

The Cuarrman. So no tolerance in the specification is allowed for 
that? 

Mr. Locrart. No tolerance other than the standard practice which 
is, say, half an inch, or something of that nature. 

The Cuarrman. What is the effect of constructing a bin on this 
defective foundation? I guess that is what we term it, on a defective 
foundation, even though the other material, the corrugated iron and 
so forth, measures up within the specification? What is the effect of 
placing that metal, that corrugated iron on that kind of defective 
foundation? 

Mr. Locrarr. It puts the stress, the vertical component of the 
stress, all on the bolts which fasten the horizontal joints of the different 
rings together. Those bolts are not designed to take all of that 
stress alone. The bolts are in conjunction with the corrugations 
which are meee to lap and fit together snugly, making the metal 
more or less all as one; they are supposed to work together. 

In this particular case, or as I saw it in general, the top of the founda- 
tion ring sheets were supposed to have had a corrugation formed in 
them, fabricated in them, so that there would be a snug fit between 
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the top of the plain foundation ring sheet and the top or the wall sheet 
which fitted on top of it. 

It was to be a transition from the uncorrugated plain sheet into 
the corrugated sheet. 

Mr. Kennepy. Maybe you could draw that. 

Mr. Locrarr. That was not fabricated that way. Rather, it was 
fabricated——— 

Mr. Kennepy. Draw it as it should be. 

Mr. Locrarr. It was supposed to be fabricated with the leg on the 
bottom, and a vertical straight section of plain 16-gage material. 

Then there was to be a partial corrugation at the top which would 
fit in later with the corrugation of the first wall sheet. 

However, that foundation ring was not fabricated that way. It 
had the angle at the bottom; it had a vertical section up to the begin- 
ning of the corrugation, then the corrugation was started, but instead 
of being completed it ended up vertically, so that later on when the 
corrugation of the first wall sheet was applied, there was a gap, varying 
from maybe half to three-quarters of an inch, which a bolt would have 
to be used to transmit the load rather than making it a snug fit. 

It also permitted an open space in the metal through which moisture 
and vermin could attack the grain. 

Now, that is perfectly clear and can be seen by the naked eye that 
that corrugation was not complete. It shows in most of the pictures 
that I have, very clearly that it was not completed. 

The CuarrmMan. May I inquire, the bins which you inspected, were 
they bins that had been constructed over a period of years, the last 3 
or 4 or 5 years? 

Mr. Locrarr. No; these were the bins which had been constructed 
under contracts 270 and 278 with B.S. & B., 1954 bins. 

The CHarrmMan. What I am trying to ascertain now is, Are you abie 
to testify as to defects in bins which had been constructed previously? 

Mr. Locrarr. No, sir; I am not. 

The CuarrMan. You cannot testify about them? 

Mr. Locrart. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. What I am trying to ascertain is whether these 
defects that you are testifying abate had prevailed over the years or 
during the time they had been purchasing these bins or if it is just for 
1954. 

Mr. Locrarr. To my knowledge it is only on the 1954 bins. 

The CuarrMan. That is all you have knowledge of at this time? 

Mr. Locrarr. That is right, and only the B.S. & B. bins. 

The Cuarrman. That is one company? 

Mr. Locrarr. One company. 

The Cuarrman. All right, go ahead. 

Mr. Kennepy. Do you have some pictures there of the results of 
some of the defects as far as buckling of the plates, or do you wan: to 
lead up to that? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes. To get back to the checking of the radii on 
these several pieces of the Rochester bin site, I placed some of the wall 
sheets, the corrugated wall sheets, on these radial lines and on picture 
ale: there is a picture of the wall sheet with a radius of 8 feet 3 
inches. 

On picture 15,237 the wall sheet is bent to a radius of 7 feet 3 inches. 

The Cuarrman. Is that below standard? 
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Mr. Locrarr. Yes, sir; the standard should have fallen between 
8 and 9 feet with these wall sheets. Seven feet six is 9 inches less. 
Seven feet three is 9 inches less than permissible. 

The CuarrMaNn. That is less than the tolerance? 

Mr. Locrarr. Less than the tolerance. 

Senator BenperR. Does this come under the Secretary of Agriculture 
or under the Secretary of the Navy? 

The Cuatrman. [t comes under both. The Secretary of Agricul- 
ture is responsible for the purchase and, as I understand it, the Navy 
inspectors are responsible for the inspection. : 

We will get to that sometime and show just how that arrangement is. 

Senator Benper. Are representatives from both Departments here? 

The CuarrMan. We will have them both here. 

(At this point Senator Mundt entered the hearing room.) 

Mr. Locrarr. Picture 15237 also shows the folded corrugated metal 
which has failed due to the action of the distortion which permitted it 
to become overstressed. 

The CuarrMan. In other words, it had to be so far distorted when 
erected, when assembled, that it weakened it? 

Mr. Locrart. It weakened it and the corrugation crumpled and 
just folded up one over the other. 

The Cuarrman. What effect would that have on the grain in the 
bins? 

Mr. Locrarr. Pictures and visual observations of several bins 
indicate there are gaps at those joints which may have been in some 
cases closed up with rags or paper or in some instances they are open 
and not quite tight. 

The CHarrMan. In other words, since the bins were constructed, 
filled with grain, there have been efforts to stop up the leaks with rags 
and any other material that might serve to make up for the deficiency 
in a temporary way? 

Mr. Locrart. That is correct. That is particularly evident in the 
perfection type bins which I will mention a little later. 

The fact that the members did not fit snugly together dictated to 
the erectors that he use long bolts rather than the short bolts which 
were specified and in a great many instances this is an erection 
problem, but it is traceable to the fabrication. 

The long bolts were inserted with the heads on the inside of the 
bins and the nuts on the outside. 

Then the material was drawn up by tightening up on the nuts, but 
in doing so the sides of the bins were flattened out and thrown out of 
round, and as they became flattened the stresses on the materials 
increased and the material began to fail. 

I might say that the stresses in these materials due to the mghly 
competitive market and due to the nature of the use of this material 
is such that there is very little factor of safety over and above the 
strength of the metal itsef. 

So that if the stresses are increased over and above the design 
stresses, failure can be expected and has occurred. There is no 
appreciable factor of safety in design. It is a very, very strict design. 

he CuarrMaNn. In the course of making this inspection or survey 
of this situation, did you find that considerable grain was being lost 
or damaged or wasted? 

Mr. Locrarr. No, sir; I did not see anything like that. 
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The CuarrMan. You did not see anything like that? 

Mr. Locrarr. No; I did not see that. The sites that I visited did 
not reveal any appreciable amount of grain being wasted or destroyed. 
I cannot talk on that. 

The Cuarrman. What I am trying to get at, if there is no loss, no 
damage, no waste, what is the difference in the bins as erected and the 
specifications? 

Mr. Locrarr. A very good point. The principal trouble is that 
the bins are in the process of failing. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, it is in the life of the bin? 

Mr. Locrart. In the life of the bin and then, too, in the cost of 
maintenance. The cost of maintenance in these bins, poorly put 
together and poorly fabricated, is greater than if they had been 
properly done. 

The Cuarrman. Under the specification, if the fabrication specifi- 
cations had been met by the manufacturer and the bin constructed 
properly under contract, what would the life of the bin be as compared 
to the life of bins that you have found were defective? 

Mr. Lorcrarr. Mr. Chairman, I rather think that the life of the 
bin is in the magnitude of 5 to 10 years as designed, whereas, as 
fabricated and erected the life of the bin may not be 1 year in many 
instances, without major repair. 

The CHarrRMaNn. Well, then, as I understand you, normally they 
would not have required major repairs if they had been fabricated 
and erected according to specification? 

Mr. Locrarr. Not at all. 

The CuarrMan. In other words, the life would have been 5 to 10 
years without major repairs? 

Mr. Locrarr. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. Whereas the defective fabrication plus possibly 
some defective erection gives the life of them probably 1 year, or 2 
years? 

Mr. Locrart. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, you are losing a life of anywhere 
from 3 to 5 or 6 years? 

Mr. Locrarr. That is right. 

The CuarrmMan. That means the Government under those condi- 
tions is getting about one-fourth the value in service from the product 
than it would get if the bins were properly fabricated and erected? 

Mr. Locrarr. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. I am using that. If my percentage is too far 
out of line either way, you correct it. 

Mr. Locrarr. There are some of the bins which are reasonably 
good, but there are so many that are not, that you are about right. 

The Cuatrman. When you say “so many’’, what do you mean by 
“so many’? 

Mr. Locrarr. In every instance the bins that I saw were practically 
all defective. By the law of averages, as I have stated to counsel, 
there should be some of these bins which are reasonably acceptable. 
That is just natural to assume. 

The CHarrMan. Based on what you saw, what percentage of the 
bins would you say were defective? 

Mr. Locrarr. From what I saw I would say all of the bins were 
defective. 
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The CuarrMaNn. How many did you see? 

Mr. Locrart. I visited perhaps eight sites. I must have seen 
perhaps several hundred bins in those sites. 

The CuarrMan. You are not talking about 1 or 2, but you are 
talking of several hundred. 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes. There are seven or eight thousand or nine 
thousand bins purchased. I did not see anywhere near all that 
number, but of the ones that I saw in the four States, widely separated 
and in different places in the same States, the defects were all con- 
sistent and it was enough to tell me that if it was that bad in those 
instances it was reasonable to assume it was consistent throughout. 

The CuarrmMan. Do you think you were carried to or shown just 
the most defective bins or in the area where most of them were 
defective? 

Mr. Locrarr. Not at all. 

The CuartrMan. Were you privileged to go any place you wanted 
to to satisfy yourself? 

Mr. Locrart. Yes, sir; I was free to go where I would like to have 
gone, but as you understand, I was not familiar where the different 
sites were so naturally I was taken to the sites. There were a few 
extra sites thrown in where we stopped on the way in between. 

The CHarrMAN. You visited four different States? 

Mr. Locrarr. Four different States. 

The CuarrMan. And went to how many different sites? 

Mr. Locrarr. I would say about 8 or 10 different sites. 

The CuHarrMAN. You mean 8 or 10 in each State, or 8 or 10 
altogether? 

Mr. Locrarr. Eight or ten altogether. 

The CHarrman. When you would go to a State, approximately 
how many bins would you inspect at that site? 

Mr. Locrarr. I would inspect in detail 1 or 2 bins. I would ex- 
amine or walk around all the others and in different bin sites there 
might be 15 or 18 or 36 bins, or something of that nature. 

At the site where the perfection type bins were erected there were 
probably 30 or so bins and I walked around every one of those bins 
and took pictures of a great many, made notes on perhaps 2 dozen 
of them. 

The CHarrman. In other words, as I understand you, you were 
employed as an independent engineer to make an inspection? 

Mr. Locrart. That is correct. 

The CHarrman. You were free to make an inspection wherever 
you were, wherever you desired until you were convinced or you 
ad come to a satisfactory conclusion in your own mind about it? 

Mr. Locrart. I had free rein in every respect and had full coopera- 
tion. I could do whatever was necessary to satisfy myself, which I did. 

The CuarrMan. You went far enough to thoroughly satisfy your- 
self that it was not necessary to go any further and make any inspec- 
tion in all places? 

Mr. Locrarr. It just became routine, Mr. Chairman, after seeing 
about 4 or 5 sites, that you would see the same thing at the others and 
I did. 

The CuarrMaNn. You were convinced of that? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. All right, proceed. 
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Mr. Kennepy. As I understand it, you found some of the footing 
pads were defective also, and there was difficulty getting the bolt in 
so they could be put together. 

Will you explain to the committee something about that? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes. At the Rochester site it was found that there 
were several footing pads into which the bolts could not be placed. 

Mr. Kennepy. Would you explain what the importance of the 
footing pad is? 

Mr. Locrart. But in more detail as regarding the other sites, 
particularly at Revere, Minn., we took an empty bin which was in a 
battery or on a site where there were perhaps 30 bins. We had one 
of those bins emptied and we undertook to dismantle that bin. 

We dug down from the ground to the bottom of the foundation pad 
and in this foundation pad is a ring consisting of six segments, and at 
the junction of each segment one to the other there is a bolt hole 
corresponding to a bolt hole which is in the leg of the vertical founda- 
tion ring sheet. 

But in this bin which was exposed at Revere there was not a single 
bolt placed at the end of the foundation pad into the foundation ring 
sheet. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, was that the fault of the constructor, the one 
who erected it, or was that the fault of the fabrication, or both? 

Mr. Locrarr. As I understand it, that was purely the fault of the 
fabrication. I have been told that erectors can get the bolt in at 
those places, but I think it takes a little doing. 

I have pictures Nos. 15267 and 15268, and thereon, which indicate 
the foundation pad which does not fall concentric with the foundation 
ring. 

The foundation pad is supposed to be a segment of a true circle. 
Instead of that, it is a three-centered section of metal, more like giving 
a scalloped effect at each end. 

Instead of being a smooth curve like it is specified to be, it is smooth 
curve in the center and then a shorter radius at each end, so that 
when the pads are placed end to end and connected up, instead of 
giving a true smooth circular picture, they give a scalloped picture. 

Is that clear to you? 

Mr. Kennepy. Perhaps you could show the picture. 

The Cuarrman. I think I have a mental picture of it, but I am— 
not being an engineer, I don’t know that I understand it completely. 

Mr. Locrart. If you are familiar with an archway over a fanlight at 
the doorway of a colonial house, that is a three-centered arch with 
the flat radius at the center and a shorter radius at either end. If you 
set six of those sections together, you get a scalloped effect as you go 
around the circle. 

On the other hand, if you take a simple curve for the arch of a 
window and go around in six sections, you will have a smooth, even 
circle. “Does that clarify that? 

The CHarrman. I understand that. 

Mr. Locrart. These pictures in the neighborhood of the 15260’s 
show very clearly the scalloped effect of the foundation pad and the 
fact that there is no bolt connecting the foundation ring to the founda- 
tion pad. ' 

Now, that has the disadvantage of permitting a great section, 
perhaps 9 inches on each side of the foundation pad, from doing its 
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job, and in the event that it is called upon to resist overturning 
when the bin is empty, it may give way. 

I measured the distances center to center of the punched holes in 
these various plates. According to the specifications, the contract 
drawings and the shop drawings, the measurements of the material 
itself, center to center of holes, in some instances were not the same. 
They varied as much as a quarter of an inch. 

Now, a quarter of an inch in 6 sectors, 6 segments, of this ring, 
multiplied, would be cumulative. They would add up. Six times 
a quarter would be an inch and a quarter, so when you got around 
to the end you would be overlapping your holes by an inch and a 
quarter. 

According to the contract drawings and according to the shop 
drawings, there is no appreciable deviation one from the other with 
respect to the shop drawings furnished by the contractor for the 
fabrication to be made by. 

But the actual fabrication did not agree with the shop drawings. 

As a matter of fact, the actual fabrication, the distance from the 
center to center of the holes at the top of the sheet varies with the 
distance between the center to center holes at the bottom of the sheet, 
in the same sheet. So that there is evidence of careless punching of 
the sheets individually, one within themselves. And that is very 


evident in the erection and adds to the erector’s difficulties. 

The effect of that to the metal is disastrous because if the holes do 
not fit the erector has to drift the holes into place with a pin and that 
distorts the hole, makes it either larger or out of round, and makes the 
edges ragged so that when the bolts are placed into position it is not 


possible to get a good tight fit and that permits moisture to get in to 
work on the grain. 

The CHarrMAN. You speak about that moisture getting in now. 
I asked a while ago about loss of grain and damage to grain. You 
pointed out, emphasized in your testimony that the damage or loss 
to the Government was in the life of the bin rather than in the loss 
of grain? 

Mr. Locrart. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. But I understood they were to be moistureproof; 
they would protect the grain. Now, what effect has it had on the 
grain where these conditions obtain that do not provide moisture 
protection? 

Mr. Locrarr. Mr. Chairman, I am not in a position to comment 
on the condition of the grain, but I was able to see—— 

The CHarrMAN. You did not make an inspection from that stand- 
point? 

Mr. Locrart. No, sir; not on the grain. 

The Cuarrman. You do not claim to be qualified to testify about 
the loss of grain, the damage to grain? 

Mr. Locrart. No; but I can see evidences where it is reasonable to 
assume there will be loss of grain due to these holes that were visible— 
that are visible. 

The Cuarrman. That is what I was getting at a while ago. You 
did not make an inspection to determine how much grain was being 
lost or damaged? 

Mr. Locrart. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. You simply made an inspection to determine where 
the fault lay with respect to the bins—as to whether they were being 
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manufactured according to plans and specifications; in other words, 
whether the Government was getting what it was buying? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes, sir. I was specifically requested to see if the 
production was what was supposed to be obtained; how that produc- 
tion was put together; how it was fabricated ; what processes went into 
it. That was not part of what I was to do. 

What I was interested in was the end product as it was turned over 
to the Government. 

The Cuarrman. I suppose others in the Department will testify 
as to the loss of grain or damage to the grain as a result. 

Mr. Locrarrt. I should think so, sir. 

The CHarrMan. All right; proceed. 

Mr. Locrarr. I would now like to mention—— 

Senator Munpt. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

The CuarrMan. Senator Mundt. 

Senator Munpt. I understand that the picture which confronted 
you is that the fabricator in this case failed to follow meticulously 
enough the design which was prepared by the Department of Agricul- 
ture for the construction of these grain bins? 

Mr. Locrarr. That is very well stated. 

Senator Munpr. And the Navy or the inspectors—I do not know 
whether they were Navy inspectors or who they were—but the 
inspectors failed to catch the deficiencies in the completed structure 
as against the design? 

Mr. Locrarr. They failed to detect the deficiencies in the various 
parts that would go into the completed structure. 

Senator Munpr. Now, was the failure, the deficiency that caused 
the deterioration of the bin in the putting together of these parts, or 
in the parts themselves? 

Mr. Locrarr. It was plenty in the parts themselves. 

Senator Munpr. Something which good, alert inspectors should 
have caught? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes. 

Senator Munptr. Now, what percentage of the bins have already 
failed as against the percentage that your experience as an engineer 
indicates will fail pretty soon? 

Mr. Locrarr. | am not in a position to give you that very definitely. 

Senator Munpt. Can you give us a rough guess as to what per- 
centage of the bins had already failed at the time you made your 
inspection as against the percentage which, looking at it from an ex- 
perienced structural engineer viewpoint, you say may fail next month 
or next year? 

Mr. Locrarr. The ones that I saw—and those were not too many, 
with respect to the overall picture, it is true—but the ones I saw would 
lead me to believe that perhaps 15 to 25 percent would fail within this 
year or give trouble within this year? 

Senator Munpr. Fifteen to twenty-five percent you would have 
indication would fail during the calendar year? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes, would cause excess maintenance on the part of 
the Government. 

Senator Munpt. At least they would be defective? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. Now, what percentage have already failed? 
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Mr. Locrarr. The ones that I saw were in the process of failure 
in different magnitudes in different places, so I would say that practi- 
cally all of those that I saw were in the process of failing. 

Senator Munpr. Then you say about 100 percent of the bins 
were defective? 

Mr. Locrarr. Were defective. 

Senator Munpr. Some of them were defective enough so that you 
think they would fail in their usefulness this year to the extent of 15 
to 25 percent? 

Mr. Locrart. Yes. 

Senator Munpt. How many would you anticipate would fail in 
the next calendar year? 

Mr. Locrarr. It would be hard to say, sir. It depends on how 
they stand up the next year. 

Senator Munpt. Had any of them completely failed by the time 
you looked at them? 

Mr. Locrarr. Not completely, but sufficiently so that they should 
be replaced—parts in them should be replaced. 

Senator Munpt. I think that gets me oriented. 

The CuarrMan. All right; proceed. 

Mr. Locrart. In answer we measured a bin at Abilene which had 
been removed from, whick had been dismantled at Dillion and moved 
over at Abilene and, in general, we found the same conditions obtain- 
ing that I noted at Rochester, Ill. That was a standard-type bin. 

In Manhattan, Kans., Riley County, Manhattan bin site No. 4——— 

Senator Munpt. What is the capacity of a standard-type bin? 

Mr. Locrart. It is in the magnitude of 3,000 bushels. 

Senator Munpt. Three thousand? 

Mr. Locrart. Yes. 

Senator Munpt. These, then, are the small bins we see all over the 
country? 

Mr. Locrart. Yes, sir; it is supposed to be 18 feet in diameter and 
16 feet high, in round figures. That was the standard-type bin and 
the one that conforms with the standard specifications of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

At Manhattan, Riley County, Kans., Manhattan bin site No. 4, 
there was an installation of the perfection-type bins, which is the 
specialty of the B. S. & B. manufacturers. 

The Piickiie: That is the bin that they make for sale, not ac- 
cording to Government specifications? 

Mr. Locrarrt. That is correct. Not necessarily according to Gov- 
ernment specifications, but they look very similar to the standard bin. 

The Cuarrman. That is their real stock in trade? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. They do sell some of those to the Government? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes. 

The CHarrman. Again they manufacture some according to the 
specifications which the Government provides? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Locraft, on the other type they have to submit 
the specifications and have them accepted? 

Mr. Locrarr. On the other type, which the chairman just men- 
tioned, which is the stock-in-trade bin, the fabricator was supposed 
to have submitted plans for that bin to the Department for approval. 
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I should state at this particular time that the perfection-type bin 
plan had not been approved by the Department. 

As far as I can tell we had no such drawings on them which had been 
approved by the Department at the time they were being fabricated. 

The CuarrMan. In other words, they bought bins without the 
Department approving the type of bin and the specification of it? 

Mr. Locrarr. The fabricator manufactured and supplied bins 
which had not been approved by the Department engineers. 

The CHarRMAN. You mean the plans of it? 

Mr. Locrarr. The plans of the bin had not been approved. 

The CuarrmMan. Had not been approved? Was that in violation; 
that they would buy those bins without approval of the plans for 
them, or were the bins supplied contrary to the plans that had been 
approved? 

Mr. Locrarr. It turns out later that they are contrary to plans 
that were later approved. But apparently they were furnished and 
fabricated prior to having approval of the plan. 

There is a sequence in there which I am not exactly familiar with, 
but it is evident that the bins were furnished without approval of 
proper shop drawings. 

Senator Munpr. You used some initials a little earlier which were 
maybe identified before I got here—B. S. & B.? 

Mr. Locrart. B. S. & B. are the initials of the fabricator, Black, 
Sivalls & Bryson, Inc. 

Senator Munpr. Where are they located? 

Mr. Locrarr. Their branch quarters are in Kansas City, as I 
understand it. 

Senator Munpr. Is that the same company that we had in the 
Pakistan case, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Kennepy. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. All right, go ahead. 

(At this point Senator Symington reentered the hearing room.) 

Mr. Locrart. At this Manhattan bin site with the perfection-type 
bins being in place, Mr. Molander; Mr. Chapman, of the Kansas State 
Department of Agriculture, grain division; Mr. Maloney, the 
investigator; Mr. Postlethwaite, the photographer; Mr. Kent, also 
from the department of agriculture, and myself were present on 
May 9 at 1:45 p. m. 

Senator SymineTon. Based on a question that my distinguished 
colleague from South Dakota asked, as I understand, this company 
was 1 of the 3 Kansas City companies, but was not the low bidder or 
the second low bidder in the Pakistan case. 

Senator Munpr. I just remembered that I had heard that name. 

Senator Symineron. I just wanted to present the fact that this 
was never in a contending position for the Pakistan bid. 

Senator Munpr. Yes. 

Now, this perfection company is a new company you are talking 
about now. ere is that located? 

Mr. Locrart. The perfection-type bin is the stock bin manufac- 
tured and supplied by the B. S. & B. Co. 

Senator Munpr. This is just the name of a bin? 

Mr. Locrarr. That is right, it is the name which they apply to 
their production. 

Senator Syminetron. Mr. Chairman, I have a public works hearing. 
Would it be in order if I ask a couple of questions at this time? 
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The CuarrMan. Yes, indeed. 

Senator Syminecron. Did you find out, Mr. Locraft, what the 
Navy’s interest in this business was? 

Mr. Locrarr. I understood that the naval inspection service was 
entrusted with the responsibility of inspecting the fabricated material 
at the fabricator’s plant. 

Senator Symineton. Do you know of any relationship between 
naval activities and storing grain? 

Mr. Locrart. No, I do not. 

Senator Syminetron. Did the Department of Agriculture pay the 
Navy for doing this work, or did the Navy do it out of funds appro- 
priated for running the United States Navy? 

Mr. Locrarr. I do not know. 

Senator Symineton. Is there anybody here who does know that? 

Mr. Locrart. Probably the proper representative from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture will know that. 

Senator Symineron. Presumably they were reimbursed for the 
work they did for the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Locrarr. I would presume so, sir. 

Senator Symrneron. Is there any training in the Navy that you 
know about with respect to making a man a capable inspector of 
grain? 

Mr.-Locrarr. I am not familiar with that. 

Senator Symineton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. May I inquire about the inspection? What inspec- 
tion was made, if you know, by the Government at the plant at the 
time the bins were fabricated or at the time of their erection? Where 
was the inspection made and by whom? 

Mr. Locrarr. I understood, but I do not know of my own personal 
observation. 

The CuarrMan. Give us your information. 

Mr. Locrarr. My information is that the naval inspection was 
supposed to haye been made at the plant when the material was being 
fabricated. I say it was supposed to be because it is apparent to me 
that it was not. 

Senator Munpr. I think you said earlier the inspection was of the 
material, not of the grain bin. The question was whether the material 
measured up. 

Senator Syminetron. In other words, it was a_ metalurgical 
inspection? 

The CuarrMan. I think you are confused. The witness testified 
that the material was up to standard. It was noi the material used, 
but the manner in which it was fabricated. It was not fabricated 
according to the specification. 

Mr. Locrarr. That is right. The material itself was strong 
enough and the galvanizing was of sufficient weight and the design 
was very adequate. 

Senator Symineton. They did not follow the design in putting the 
material together? 

Mr. Locrarr. That is correct. 

Senator Symineton. Apparently then there was no inspection to 
determine, I am talking about inspection of the material, not inspec- 
tion of the bin. I cannot see how anybody made any inspection that 
way. 














GRAIN BINS-——-DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 23 






The CHarrMan. This witness may not know; that is a independent 
engineer who was employed to make an inspection. 

Vhat I am trying to determine is that you say you understood they 
were supposed to be inspected at the plant of manufacturers? 

Mr. Locrarr. That is correct. 

The CHarrman. That inspection would of course apply to the 
material used, I mean, a proper inspection, to the material used as 
well as to the fabrication of it to see that it was fabricated according 
to the design and specification? Any inspection that would not do 
that would not be an inspection, would it? 

Mr. Locrart. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Of course you might use proper material, material 
up to standard, but if you did not fabricate it according to design 
you would not have a fit when you tried to assemble it in the structure? 

Mr. Locrart. That is right. 

bir CuarrMaN. So an inspection at the plant should have covered 
both? 

Mr. Locrart. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. A proper inspection? 

Mr. Locrart. Correct. 

The Cuarrman. Do you know who made the inspection at the time 
they were assembled or erected? 

Mr. Locrart. I do not believe there was any inspection other than 
casual inspection by the State Officials from time to time. 

The CuarrMan. So far as you know there was no official inspection? 

Mr. Locrart. At the time of erection. 

The Cuarrman. Does that hold true where they were erected by 
contract? 

Mr. Locrart. I understand it does. 

The Cuarrman. I can understand it may have been true where 
the agricultural employees themselves may have assembled or erected 
them, but it seems to me there should also have been an inspection 
at the site of erection. 

Mr. Locrart. According to the specifications, the erector and the 
fabricator were responsible for giving the Government what the 
specifications called for. 

The Cuarrman. Let me ask you this. In the erection of them, in 
the assembling and erection of them at the site, where they were to 
be located, would it take a trained engineer, a mechanic, to know 
that the parts did not fit, that they were not up to standard, or could 
that be determined from casual observation, from the observation 
that would necessarily follow or attend their erection? 

Mr. Locrart. That would be apparent to the layman very quickly. 

The CuarrMan. It would be apparent to the layman? 

Mr. Locrart. Very quickly. 

Senator Symineton. You say the material was all right but the 
fabrication was wrong. Was there some trouble with jigs? How 
did they put it together? Was it welded or what? 

Mr. Coteane These bins were supposed to be bolted together so 
that when the need for the bin at one site was no longer necessary it 
could be dismantled and reerected elsewhere, so everything was 
bolted together. 

Senator Symineton. And the bolting was wrong? 
Mr. Locrart. The bolt holes were punched wrong. 
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Senator Symineton. The bolt holes were punched wrong? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes. They were punched without too much— 
well, there is a certain limit of tolerance permissible. 

Senator SymineTon. Is that because the templates were wrong or 
did they go ahead and do it free hand? 

Mr. Locrarr. I can’t answer that. 

Senator Symineton. You do not know whether it was a mistake in 
the tools or they did it without tools, and it was a mistake in itself? 

Mr. Locrarr. I don’t know how it was done. 

Senator Symineton. How do you know that the bolts were wrong? 

Mr. Locrartr. I measured the center-to-center distance between 
the bolt holes. As I mentioned to the chairman a little earlier, in 
several of the sheets the distance center-to-center was a quarter of an 
inch greater than the contract or shop drawings called for. There 
are 6 sheets to a ring, so 6 times a quarter of an inch would be an inch 
and a quarter overlap which you would get when you went around. 

Senator Symineton. You do not know whether they had jigs, or 
templates; in any case they did not execute the job in accordance with 
the drawing? 

Mr. Locrarr. That is right. 

The CHarrRMAN. The witness has also testified that the number of 
pieces they assembled were short and they would have to stretch them 
in order to make them fit, in order to get them into place and that thus 
weakened the structure, and particularly where you had to reassemble 
it. All right, proceed. 

Senator Munpr. It would seem to me it must have been just a 
matter of inefficient engineering or construction on the part of the 
company. I do not see how they could save money or make any 
extra profit by punching the holes somewhere else. 

Mr. Locrart. That is right. 

Senator Benper. Last night I was reading Innocents Abroad. He 
told about a bridge he saw, the finest bridge in the world. He 
wondered why the bridge had stood over the ages. It seemed that 
another bridge had been erected on the site and had collapsed. So 
the king called the contractors together and all the populace, and he 
beheaded the whole bunch and let the contract withm the hour for a 
new bridge. 

Now the question I would like to ask, is: Who should be beheaded 
here, the fabricators or the inspectors? 

The CHarrMANn. We hope that these hearings will give us some 
information on which we can base a decision because I do not think 
either of those want to admit their deficiencies. So we are trying to 
find out, because the Government’s interest is at stake. 

May I read here from a report of investigation, according to the 
Department of Agriculture, signed by John W. Claggett, compliance 
officer. This report is dated June 10, 1955. Iam reading this so that 
you might want to make some comment as to what you found. 

Interviews were conducted with the personnel of the Office of the Inspector of 
Naval Material who were responsible for the inspection of bins manufactured and 
sold to the Commodity Credit Corporation by Black, Sivalls & Bryson, Inc. 

From these interviews it appeared that the major function performed by the 
inspector was the inspection of the quality of fabricated materials and the super- 
vision of the loading of bins for shipment. The inspectors however checked the- 


curvature of wall-sheet frames by using templates made for that pu , but of 
5 inspectors who had performed inspection duties at B. S. & B., 4 indicated they 
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had not checked the curvature on foundation rings which is supposed to be made 
to fit the bottom corrugation of the wall-sheet ring in assembling the bin, 2 inspec- 
tors did not check to see if this corrugation was properly formed, and 3 did not 
recall whether they did. The inspectors advised of finding only minor faults in 
the bin production which were, they advised, corrected before the bins were 
shipped. 

Now let me ask you if that report is correct as to what the inspectors 
actually did? Would you say that was an adequate or proper inspec- 
tion so as to protect the interest of the Government? 

Mr. Locrart. To be perfectly frank with you, Mr. Chairman, I 
doubt if they did that much. 

The CHarrMAN. From what you saw you doubted if they did that 
much? 

Mr. Locrart. That is right. 

The CuatrMaANn. Assuming they did that, would that be an ade- 
quate inspection? 

Mr. Locrart. It surely would not. 

Senator Benner. Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like to ask 
the question, since we have a majority of our committee present. 
This has no relation to the subject under discussion. 

As we all know, we had a hearing in connection with Secretary Tal- 
bott last evening. I understood that we were to have a meeting some- 
time today or almost immediately to render a decision or to have a vote 
or to make some disposition of that matter. As I understand from 
the testimony, from the information we have, the companies doing 
business were the Mulligan Co.—there were three that were actually 
involved in Air Force contracts. AVCO had 6% percent of their 
business with the Air Force. Electric Auto, doing a volume of $500 
million, had a total volume of 65,000 with the Air Force, and the Olin 
Mathieson Co. only one half of 1 percent of their business was with 
the Air Force. 

Considering the profits of the Mulligan Co., and considering the 
income of Secretary Talbott, who is a partner of this company, a 
very small actual amount of money is involved here from which Mr. 
Talbott could profit. 

But that is not the question. The question is, since Mr. Talbott 
has indicated what disposition he proposes to make with his stock 
and since it is a matter of great concern and since all the country has 
been informed about this, and if we have no further evidence, then 
I say we should meet immediately to take such action at this time. 

I think the chairman has very properly and very expeditiously and 
very wisely acted in calling Mr. Talbott yesterday immediately at 
his request. But I think we ought to have a meeting on this almost 
immediately if possible. 

The Cuarrman. If this is said for the benefit of the press, I will 
advise the press that the chairman will in due time call a meeting for 
that purpose, period. 

Proceed, Mr. Locraft. 

Mr. Locrarr. To get back to the perfection-type bins at Man- 
hattan, Kans., a series of photographs, No. 15,239 through 15,247, 
show the conditions obtaining at that particular site. The principal 
variation of the perfection-type bins with respect to the approved 
type of the Department of Agriculture is that the horizontal spacing 
of the bolts is 18% inches center to center whereas the standard 
specification should limit the spacing to 9% inches. The wisdom of 
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that minimum, lesser spacing, is brought out by the fact that the 
corrugated ring sheets have spread and the open space formed by the 
spreading have been calked and chinked with paper and rags and 
various types of calking compound to close up the openings. 

The use of long bolts to draw the members together where they 
did not fit due to fabrication difficulties is very apparent. The fact 
that a number of the bolts are inserted with their heads on the inside 
of the bins and the nuts on the outside without washers is also verv 
evident and contrary to the specifications. That however is an 
erection matter. 

The fact that the bin sides are failing and are buckling is indicated 
particularly clearly on picture 15,243, where the bin is out of shape. 

Mr. Kennepy. Could we see some of those pictures please? 

Did the B. S. & B. conform to the specifications on these special- 
type bins as far as the bolt holes are concerned? 

Mr. Locrarr. They did not. The bolt holes in the horizontal 
direction are spaced 18% inches apart whereas they should be only 
9%. 

In a couple of instances the ladder rungs on the top of the bins 
are omitted or are not galvanized as shown by that photograph 
15,247. 

Mr. Kennepy. Should they be 8 inches rather than 9%? 

Mr. Locrarr. They should be 9% inches according to the standard 
plan, the way I have the information. 

Senator Munpr. In your investigation did you go far enough and 
ask enough questions so that you can make a calculated guess as to 
why these deviations occurred? 

Mr. Locrarr. Not as to why they occurred, no, sir. 

Senator Munpr. You have told us why the Department of Agri- 
culture did not learn about them because you thought the inspection 
was weak and inadequate and inefficient. I am wondering whether 
you asked enough questions to get some idea as to why they occurred 
in the first place. Iam not a manufacturer as Senator Symington is. 
I cannot talk in terms of jigs, templates, and so forth, but I cannot see 
as a layman any advantage accruing to anybody for punching a hole 
in one place instead of punching it someplace else. It would not save 
any material or make any more money. It could not serve any pur- 
pose unless in their opinion as bin manufacturers they might say, 
““Maybe we believe this bin will be a better bin if we put the hole here 
instead of over there.”’ 

Did you ask any questions, ‘‘Why did you not punch the hole where 
you were supposed to?” 

Mr. Locrarrt. I have only talked to representatives of the B.S. & B. 
Co. in the office of the Department of Agriculture in Washington on 
two separate occasions. 

Senator Munpr. Did you ask them why they did not follow the 
blueprint? 

Mr. Locrarr. I asked no questions like that. 

Senator Munpr. Can you think of any good reason why a company 
that is supposed to know how to make grain bins and is supposed to 
know how to punch holes cannot get out a tape measure and figure 
out where 9% inches are? 

ee Locrarr. You are perfeetly correct; there was nothing to be 
gained. 
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Senator Munpr. It does not make sense to me that they would 
punch a hole deliberately someplace else. 

The CHarrMaNn. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Locrarr. During this visit there were a number of instances 
where the erection of the bins indicated that the ladder or the hatch- 
way in the roof was directly over the unloading door at the ground 
which was contrary again to the plans, but that is an erection problem, 
not a fabrication problem. 

Senator Syminecton. Who would be responsible for the erection? 

Mr. Locrarr. In some instances the contract for erection was with 
the fabricator. In some it was with individuals other than the 
fabricator. 

Senator Symincton. Who would they be? 

Mr. Locrarr. The private contractors throughout the areas, except 
in Iowa. I understand that the Department of Agriculture’s men 
erected the bins there almost exclusively. 

Senator Symineton. Were those bins all right? 

Mr. Locrarr. No, those bins were erected better than the others 
but I understand that they took a considerable amount of time doing 
so, whereas the bins which were erected under contract were being 
erected under time pressure. 

Senator Symineton. You say they were erected better. Were 
they erected right or not erected right? 

Mr. Locrarr. They were erected as nearly right as they could 
with the material at hand. 

Senator Symineton. The Department of Agriculture did its job 
of erection as well as could be done with the misfabricated material? 

Mr. Locrart. That is the way it appeared to me, Senator. 

Senator Symineron. Although you saw these people you never 
discussed with them why they made any mistake in the fabrication? 

Mr. Locrart. Those were the representatives of B. S. & B., and 
I saw perhaps 4 of their men, I believe 3 must have been attorneys, 
and 1 may have been a fabricating man. 

Senator Symrnetron. What did you talk about? 

Mr. Locrarr. They sat around and listened just like you are doing 
and asking questions just like you. 

Senator Symineton. In other words, they wanted to know who had 
made the mistake in the fabvication? 

Mr. Locrarr. Primarily they wanted to disprove what I had found. 
But I have since learned that they have made a very reasonable offer 
to the Department and I believe the Department probably has this 
matter under control. 

Senator Symineron. In other words, the company has agreed to 
make good any mistakes in a financial way? 

Mr. Locrarr. Not officially, but it is in the mill, as I understand it. 

The Crarmman. If you will suspend for a moment, the Chair will 
read into the record a letter that we have received from Mr. Kenneth 
W. Lineberry, president of Black Sivalls & Bryson, Inc. The letter is 
dated June 23, 1955, addressed to— 

Mr. Ronert F. KenneEpy, 


Chief Counsel, Senate Permanent Investigations, 
Subcommittee on Investigations, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. KENNEDY: Pursuant to the request made by your representative, 
Mr. Duffy, we are glad to inform you of this company’s intention regarding the 
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alleged defects in certain of the 1954 grain bins purchased by the Department 
of Agriculture. 

If any defective material was shipped from our plant it was not known to us. 
As we have stated to the Department in our recent meeting, this company stands 
ready to correct any manufacturing defects resulting in faulty grain bins and 
for which this company is responsible. 

Our reputation for quality products over 63 years of manufacturing experience 
is one of which we are proud and which we intend to protect. This standard 
has been maintained at all of our plants now located at Oklahoma City, Okla.; 
Kansas City, Mo.; Indianapolis, Ind.; Tulsa, Okla.; Blytheville, Ark.; and 
Odessa, Tex. 

Obviously, to inspect and pass on 8,960 grain bins at many locations in a 
4-State area is going to require time. 

We are proceeding as rapidly as possible. We know of no present condition 
which could cause any grain loss during the period of this necessary survey. 

We assure you of our fullest cooperation. 

Yours very truly, 
KENNETH W. LINEBERRY. 


In deference to the company’s attitude, I thought this letter should 
go in the record at this point. 

Our situation is this as the chairman sees it. 

Apparently the Government has not been getting its money’s worth, 
getting the value of what it bought, either because of defective 
fabrication or improper erection of the bins. 

It is only to take action to develop the facts so that those who are in 
authority and have the responsibility can take appropriate action to 
correct the condition, certainly so that it will not recur. 

All right, you may proceed. 

Mr. Locrarr. Along that same line, Mr. Chairman, it appears to 
me that the Department does have this matter under control and that 
with the willingness and the sincerity of this company they apparently 
are going to stand behind what they have written to you. It is my 
impression that they are honorable people of integrity. 

Senator Mouwnpr. As I understand it, you got into the picture 
because the Department of Agriculture felt that these grain bins 
were not up to par or satisfactory. Whether the Department of 
Agriculture got its information from their own inspection or this 
committee, I do not know, but the Department of iculture em- 
ployed you to go out and see whether or not these bins were up to par? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes, Senator; I was employed by them to do this 
work independently. They gave me full cooperation, and it has 
been a most revealing and pleasant assignment. 

Senator Munpr. Based on your survey and _ findi with the 
Department of Agriculture, and conferences with the B. S. & B., 
we now have a letter from B. S. & B. offering to restore to the Gov- 
ernment whatever funds are necessary to bring them up to par or to 
compensate them for their loss; is that right? 

Mr. Locrart. I believe that a stronger letter than that ought to 
be in the hands of the Department before you let them off the hook, 
so to speak. 

(At this point Senator Symington left the hearing room.) 

Senator Munpr. I agree. I suppose up to now the Department 
of Agriculture may not have presented any very firm figures as to 
how much they feel B. S. & B. should return to the Government? 

Mr. Locrart. As I understand the picture, Senator, it is in the mill, 
now. 
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Tomorrow afternoon, I, with several of the men from the Depart- 
ment, am going to go to Edson, Kans., to Supervise the reerection 
or the removal from one site to another of 25 of these bins. At that 
time if there are any defective parts—this is in Kansas—if there are 
any defective parts they will be pointed out and will be replaced. 
When the bins are reerected in this new location it is hoped that they 
will be acceptable to the Government. That procedure I understand 
will be followed in the other four States and it will take a little time 
but apparently it is in the mill, and is under control. 

Senator Munpr. This is to be done then without any extra cost to 
the Government? 

Mr. Locrart. As I understand it. 

Senator Munpt. The manufacturing company is going to do this 
at its own expense? 

Mr. Locrarr. As I understand it, sir, but I do not know if there is 
anything in writing to substantiate that. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Locraft, will you read into the record the last 
two pages of your report? You have covered some of it, but I think 
that is pertinent. 

Mr. Locrarrt. I wonder if I might request a short intermission. 

The CuarrmMan. Yes indeed. We were trying to conclude before 
noon, 

(At this point, Mr. Locraft leaves the hearing room.) 

The Cuarrman. The Chair will ask Mr. Kennedy to read this two- 
page report into the record, and Mr. Locraft can identify it when he 
returns. 

(At this point, Senator Bender leaves the hearing room. ) 

Mr. Kennepy (reading): 

From an analysis of the foregoing observations and notes taken at each bin 
site, it may be stated that there is no inherent defect in the design of the bins. 
In all instances the defects are obviously either of a fabrication error; of an erec- 
tion error; or & combination of the two. As may be noted from the detailed 
observations of each bin examined and as shown in the photographs, the material 
as fabricated is not of a uniform manufacture. Obviously, therefore, it would 
be quite difficult to obtain an erected bin to conform with the contract plans and 
specifications. Also, in addition to the faulty fabricated material, there are many 
instances noted and photographed where the erection did not comply with contract 
plans and specifications. 

In the matter of the faulty fabrication, most of the deficiencies are visibly 
apparent. The warped sheets; the scalloped foundation ring pads; the omission 
of the completed corrugation at the top of the foundation ring sheets, and the 
meager galvanizing at intervals are all easily seen to be deviations from the shop 
drawings. The discrepancies in center-to-center distances between bolt holes 


could have been noted had a pilot model been assembled at the point of fabrica- 
tion. 


(At this point, Mr. Locraft returns to the hearing room.) 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Locraft, we proceeded to read part of the 
statement. 

Mr. Kennepy. We are down to the second paragraph “of fabri- 
cation.”’ 

The CHarrman. May I hand this for identification. Is this a 
carbon copy of your report from which counsel has been reading? 

Mr. Locrarr. Yes, sir; that is it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, if you will resume at the point, the beginning 
of the second paragra h, the sixth line down, starting with “likewise.” 

Mr. Locrarrt (rea ing): 
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Likewise, any variation in radius of bend of the foundation ring sheet and 
foundation pad could have been easily determined in a pilot model as being of a 
serious nature when it came to erection. There was no specified tolerance in the 
radius of bend for the foundation ring sheet, or foundation pad; there was a 
tolerance specified in radius of bend for the wall sheets. 

The faults in fabrication became magnified at time of erection. A review of 
the detailed measurements of center to center distances between bolt holes at 
ends of sheets indicates approximately one-eighth inch increase over the distance 
determined and shown on the shop drawings. With the number of sheets com- 
prising the foundation ring and the upper rings, it is readily computed that the 

oles will creep three-fourths to five-eighths inch in the cireumference and mis- 
match the joint by that amount when the last sheet is installed to meet the 
first. Further, when the radius of bend of the sheets themselves is not constant 
and uniform, it becomes readily obvious that erection of a band of sheets of 
8 feet 6 inches to 9 feet 0 inch radius over a band of sheets of 7 feet 6 inches to 
8 feet 3 inches radius presents a problem trying to get the bolt holes to match up 
on the sheets which have to be sprung into shape. The use of long bolts probably 
was the simplest treatment of the problem at the tine. The scalloped, flattened, 
bulged, and uneven faces of the bins are visible in practically every bin. 

The erection of the bins was done in some instances quite creditably but in the 
majority of cases it was carelessly done without any reference to the contract and 
specification requirements. Many of the bin floors were too close to the grade of 
the ground outside of the bins, indicating that required backfill under the steel 
floors was not provided. In many instances, the bolt heads were placed on the 
inside of the bins, leaving the bolt holes unprotected from the outside weather 
because of no washers under the nuts, in spite of specification requirements that 
the bolts be placed with heads and washers on the outside. Several bins were 
erected with different gage metal in the same ring thus forming open joints due 
to different weight of metal at corrugations. A common observation was that 
the roof hatches, ladders, and so forth, were so located as to interfere with the use 
of the bottom door. At one site, a sensible arrangement for the roof hatches by 
the erectors placed the hatches opposite each other so that the extension ladder 
used to serve the bin might simply be flipped from one bin to lean against the one 
next to it without having to be carried from bin to bin. In practically every bin, 
it was found that bolt holes were reamed and drifted to make connections. Too 
frequently, these holes were elongated and edges distorted so badly that moisture 
could readily enter the bin. Several bins examined had bolts missing in the wall 
sheets. All the foundation ring sheet connections to the foundation pads had 
the bolts missing at the joint at end of the foundation pad. This was due to the 
scalloped ends of the foundation pads being fabricated so far out of shape and 
position that the holes could not even be drifted together. In many of the empty 
bins, it was observed that the inside ladder was not fastened to the floor as specified. 
The calking of the joints for weathertightness, graintightness, and so forth, as 
specified was observed to be meagerly done. In the observations made and 
photographs taken, attention is particularly drawn to the use of rags as a ealking 
medium. 

It is understood that the bins are considered as demountable bins capable of 
being dismantled at one site and reerected at another should occasion demand. 
With this in mind, the facts pointed out as deficiencies in fabrication and erection 
will add to the difficulty and cost of such a move, not to mention the immediate 
exposure of the stored grain to deterioration and damage due to the open joints 
and low floors. The folding of the corrugations and the stress on the bolts at 
those locations are expected to increase within 1 year after filling as is borne out by 
experiments conducted at Ames, Iowa, and expressed in report from there on 
April 18, 1955. This would indicate that the damaged elements should be replaced 
before the second year had passed in order to avoid complete failure of the bin 
itself. While some maintenance may be expected, wholesale replacement of vital 
sections should not be necessary. 

A comparison of the several shop drawings used for the fabrication of the mate- 
rial with the contract plans and specifications does not indicate any serious devia- 
tion from contract requirements. A comparison of the actual fabricated material 
with the shop drawings shows many deviations from allowable tolerances for this 
class of work. 

It is recommended that the foundation pads and foundation ring sheets which 
are improperly fabricated be replaced with ore edd fabricated members; that the 
wall ring sheets be replaced where they do not fit properly and are folding; that the 
bolts be installed as specified; that the bolt spacing in the horizontal joints of the 
perfection type bins be 9% inches; that the joints be properly calked weather 
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and grain tight; that the floors of the bins be properly related to the surrounding 
grade outside as specified; that the roof hatches be properly oriented with respect 
to the lower door; and that the meager galvanizing be properly covered with 
protective coating as specified. In short, it is recommended that the bins be 
brought into strict conformity in every respect with the contract requirements. 

The CaarrmMan. Thank you very much. 

Are there any other questions, Senator Mundt? 

Senator Munpt. No. 

The CuarrmMan. We thank you very much. We trust it will not 
be necessary to recall you. We think you have given a very full 
statement and an impartial viewpoint of what you have found. We 
thank you for your appearance. 

The committee will stand in recess until 2 o’clock. 

(Whereupon the committee recessed at 12:20 p. m.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(Committee members present: Senator McClellan and Senator 
Symington.) 

The CuarrmMan. The committee will be in order. 

Call your next witness. 

Mr. Kennepy. Robert Bailey, Jr. 

The CuatrMan. You do solemnly swear that the evidence you shall 
give before this Senate Investigating Subcommittee shall be the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Bartey. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF ROBERT V. BAILEY, JR., ARLINGTON, VA. 


The CuarrmMan. Have a seat. Please state your name for the 
record. 

Mr. Bartey. Robert V. Bailey, Jr. 

The Cuarrman. Where do you live? 

Mr. Bartey. 2309 North Kentucky Street, Arlington, Va. 

The CuarrmMan, Are you a Government employee? 

Mr. Batzey. I am, sir. 

The CuarrMan. In what capacity? 

Mr. Baitey. Claims examiner in the Claims Branch, Fiscal Divi- 
sion of the Commodity Stabilization Service. 

The Cuarrman. How long have you been in that job? 

Mr. Baizey. I have been with the Claims Branch a little over 13 
months. 

The CHarrMan. I assume you know the rules of the committee, 
that you are entitled to counsel when you testify. Do you desire 
counsel? 

Mr. Bariey. I do not desire counsel. 

The CuarrMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Kennepy. In that capacity in the Claims Section, Mr. Bailey, 
have you reviewed and handled the claims that the Department of 
Agriculture and, therefore, the United States Government, has against 
various contractors? 

Mr. Batey. I have. 

Mr. Kennepy. And it is through your section and your depart- 
ment that the claims pass that the United States Government has 
against contractors; those claims date back to 1949. do they? 
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Mr. Baitey. Some do; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. And you are familiar with all those claims; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Baitey. I have reviewed them. 

Mr. Kennepy. Would you tell the committee the total dollar value 
of the claims for defects in grain bins that exist since 1949? 

Mr. Batey. I have the figures, Mr. Kennedy, for 1949 and 1950 
programs, which amount to some $893,864. 

Mr. Kennepy. Excuse me. 

Mr. Barter. $893,864. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, those are claims that are still on the books? 

Mr. Bartzy. No, sir. Some have been closed. 

Mr. Kennepy. Those are the total amount of claims that existed 
against various erectors and manufacturers of grain bins, is that 
right? 

Te. Battzxy. That is correct. Those were on the Washington books. 

Mr. Kennepy. Out of the $893,864.89, how much of those claims 
have been paid to the United States Government? How much has 
the United States Government collected on that? 

Mr. BartLey. We have collected roughly $31,000, I believe, about 
$15,000 in cash and approximately $16,000 by setoff. 

Mr. Kennepy. So out of this $893,864.89 the Government has 
collected approximately $31,000, is that correct? 

Mr. BalLey. Roughly, yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. And those are claims that go back to 1949 and 1950? 

Mr. Barter. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennzepy. Do you have figures after 1950, the programs of 
1953 and 1954? 

Mr. Battey. Not as regards the defects in bins which are under 
inquiry. The ’53 and ’54 defects have not yet reached a claims 
position. 

Mr. Kennepy. The only claims you can testify to are the claims 
for 1949 and 1950? 

Mr. Battery. That is correct. 

Senator Symrineton. Excuse me. How about ’51 and ’52? 

Mr. Bar.tey. There were no programs in those years. 

Senator Symincron. No programs. I see. 

Mr. Kennepy. What are the reasons for the difficulty that the 
Government has had in collecting on these claims? 

Mr. Bariey. Quite a few. 

Mr. Kennepy. Let’s go over some of them. Is the question of who 
is at fault between the manufacturer and the erector, is that one of the 
problems? 

Mr. Bariey. That is the initial problem on any bin claim, determin- 
ing which party to proceed against. 

Mr. Kennepy. Has that been one of the difficulties in the Gov- 
ernment’s program in trying to collect on these claims against these 
various manufacturers and erectors? 

Mr. Batrxey. It is a difficulty; yes, in that it is always a problem. 

Mr. Kennepy. To try to determine who was at fault between the 
erector and the manufacturer? 

Mr. Battery. That must be done first. 

Mr. Kennepy. The manufacturer would say that the erector was 
faulty in his work and the erector would say the manufacturer gave 
bad materials, is that correct? 
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Mr. Battey. That happens. 

Mr. Kennepy. That same situation exists in the program that 
existed in 1954, is that right? 

Mr. BartLey. About the 1954, I couldn’t tell you because the claims 
haven’t reached us yet. 

Mr. Kennepy. Has there also been difficulty because of the fact 
that you had inspectors in these various plants who had approved 
this material, and therefore for the Government then to come back 
and try to collect after the material had been approved makes their 
position more difficult? 

Mr. Battery. I don’t know. That would be a legal opinion that I 
can’t testify on. 

Mr. Kennepy. Don’t you know that has been one of the difficulties 
in the Government collecting on these claims? You are in the Claim 
Section, you know that. Hasn’t that been one of the difficulties, that 
the inspectors had approved this material in 1949 and 1950? 

Mr. Battery. There is the fact that the inspectors had approved 
it, yes, and that has been advanced by the other parties in some cases. 

Mr. Kunnepy. Hasn’t that been one of the problems in the 
Government collecting money on this figure of $893,000, of only 
being able to collect $31,000 out of that $893,000 in 6 years, or 5 
years! 

’ Mr. Bariny. I can’t state that as a conclusion because many of 
these cases are still open. 

Senator SymineTon. Let me ask a couple of questions on that. 

You say in the executive branch of the Government, the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, you have $893,000 of claims from 1949 and 1950, 
and you collected $31,000? 

Mr. Baruey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincton. Why haven’t you collected any more? 

Mr. BarLey. Because some of the biggest cases are still open, 
still in the hands of the Department of Justice. 

Senator Symineron. What do you mean by “open’’? 

Mr. Baitey. In the hands of the Department of Justice and 
haven’t been brought to trial. 

Senator Symineron. In the hands of the Department of Justice. 

Mr. Baiuey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Aid the people who got the original orders 
are reputable manufacturers, aren’t they? 

Mr. Bartny. Presumably, sir. 

Senator Symineton. You check them, do you not? 

Mr. Baixery. I don’t; no, sir. 

Senator Symineron. The Department does, does it not? 

Mr. Batiey. I presume so. 

Senator Symineron. Do they put up a performance bond? 

Mr. Battery. They did not in 1949 in many cases. 

Senator Symineton. How about 1950? 

Mr. Battery. They did from that time on. 

Senator Symineton. Do you know of any company that has not 
gotten any more business of this type or general character or any 
Government business that has an adjudication up with the Depart- 
ment of Justice at this time with reference to a claim? 

Mr. Batuey. I don’t know of any. 

Senator Symrneron. You don’t kesoir of any. 
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Mr. Battey. No, sir. 

Senator Symineron. What happens when you have a claim and 
the Government states to the manufacturer or the fabricator you owe 
us some money, and he says I do not, and then what happens from 
there on? 

Mr. Baitey. From there on, it reaches a claims status and comes to 
us after a determination is made by the Grain Division. They make 
a determination of their version of the liability and the amount and 
it comes to our Office for a fiscal review. 

Senator Symineron. All right. What do you do? 

Mr. Bartey. We look at it. If we agree with their determination 
upon fiscal review we will make attempts at collection. 

Senator Symineron. How do you do this? 

Mr. Baitey. We first send them a demand letter requesting pay- 
ment. 

Senator Symineton. To the manufacturer or fabricator, or both? 

Mr. Bamey. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. If they do not pay, what do you do? 

Mr. Barzey. Usually it will be referred to our General Counsel. 

Senator Symineton. What does he do? 

Mr. Barter. They may take collection action or may refer it 
directly to the Department of Justice. 

Senator Symineton. What would be collection action on the part 
of the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Barxey. Initially writing a letter and they might bring them 
in to negotiate. They take whatever action the General Counsel 
feels the circumstances warrant. 

Senator Symineron. Before there is an actual suit to recover the 
money, you give it to the Department of Justice, or do you have a 
suit? 

Mr. Bartey. The Department of Justice has to bring suit. 

Senator Symineton. That is what I meant. You turn it in to the 
Department of Justice for them to bring suit? 

Mr. Bariey. That is correct. 

(Senator Bender entered the hearing room.) 

Senator Symineron. How many litigations have you got with 
respect to 1949 and 1950 claims? 

Mr. Battery. Roughly I would say half dozen cases, but none have 
reached suit yet. 

Senator Symineron. Half dozen cases and none have reached suit. 

Mr. Barvey. That is correct. 

Senator Symineton. Why not? 

Mr. Battery. Because of the length of time developing them and I 
am afraid the Senator would have to ask the Department of Justice. 

Senator Symincton. They have had 6 years. How many more 
years do you think they need to develop the case? 

Mr. Batwey. They haven’t had 6 years. It took us some time 
to get it to them. 

Senator Symineton. How long did it take you to get it to them? 

Mr. Battey. It varies with the case. Some have been there a 
couple of years and some went over this spring. 

Senator Syminecron. 1949, 1950 claims went over this spring? 

Mr. Baixey. A 1950 case did, I know, and one 1949. 

Senator Symincton. Why would it stay around the Department 
of Agriculture that long? 
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Mr. Batuey. Because it took us that long in attempting collection 
efforts and in assembling evidence from the States and counties, a 
great many reasons why the cases were delayed. 

Senator Symineton. If it went this spring, that was 5 years. 

How many letters did you write in 5 years’ time? 

Mr. Battey. That would be hard to say, sir. I couldn’t testify 
on that. 

Senator Symineton. Give a guess on this particular case. 

Mr. Battery. Well, I should say our file that we have in our office 
is roughly 3 inches thick. 

Senator Symineton. Three inches. How many letters per inch, do 
you know? 

Mr. Battery. No, sir. But so many offices handled it that I 
can’t—— 

Senator Symrneton. So many offices? 

Mr. Barry. Yes. 

Senator Syminecron. In the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Batiey. Yes, sir. 

Senator BenpEerR. What do they do with it? Do they take it like 
a basketball and throw it here and there? 

Mr. Bariey. No, sir; as I said, the Grain Division initially has 
claims responsibility. They make a determination, refer it to us for 

collection. We give it a fiscal review, attempt collection efforts, and 
if those efforts fail, we may find compromise negotiations possible. 
If not, refer it to the Office of the General Counsel for whatever action 
they find appropriate. 

The CuarrMan. General Counsel of Agriculture? 

Mr. Battery. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Then they in turn refer it to the Justice Depart- 
ment? 

Mr. Bartey. Yes, sir; if they are not successful in closing it. 

The CuarrmMan. Where they are unable to collect. 

Mr. Barey. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. I was a little bit occupied in the beginning of your 
testimony but, as I understand it, you have claims now aggregating 
$893,000 growing out of contracts for these bins in 1949 and 1950. 

Mr. Barry. We have had that many recorded on the books. 

The Cuarrman. Some $31,000 of that has been collected? 

Mr. Battey. Yes, sir. 

The CoarrmMan. That would leave approximately $861,000 still 
being carried or referred to the Department of Justice as claims on 
whi - the Government seeks to recover? 

Mr. Baitzy. No, sir. Others have been settled or withdrawn. 
The balance now open is approximately $671,417. 

The CuarrmMan. Some have been settled since being turned over to 
the Department of Justice? 

Mr. Batmey. Before or after; yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. When you say open, you mean still pending? 

Mr. Batuey. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrMan. Haven’t been disposed of. 

Mr. Battey. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuarrman. For the years 1951 and 1952, there were no con- 
tracts made? 

Mr. Battery. That is correct. 
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The Cuarrman. You resumed making contracts and purchases of 
these bins in 1953 and 1954? 

Mr. Batirey. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMAN, Have you claims now on the 1953 and 1954 con- 
tracts? 

Mr. Battey. We have some recorded for control purposes and in 
nominal amounts only and others not related to bin defects for 1953 
and 1954. 

The CHarrMAN. Has any claim been developed or processed on the 
bins that you heard the witness testify about this morning? 

Mr. Barxey. It has not reached our office as yet. The Grain 
Division is still handling it in a claims-determination status. 

The CuarrmMan. Has caution been taken—TI believe the first year 
you said no performance bonds were required. 

Mr. Battery. That is right. 

The CHarrMAN. Are you speaking of performance bonds from the 
contractors who erected them, or from the plant who supplied the 
fabricated product? 

Mr. Batiey. From either, I believe, Senator. That was not com- 
pletely true. Some cases did have performance bonds. 

The CuarrMANn. Some had and some had not? 

Mr. Batxtey. That is right. 

The CuarrMANn. What is the practice in 1953 and 1954? 

Mr. Batiey. They all have performance bonds. 

The CHarrmMan. They now all have performance bonds? 

Mr. Batney. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMAN. You wouldn’t know anything about the inspection 
practices, would you? 

Mr. Batuey. No, sir. 

The CuarrMAN. That is not in your department? 

Mr. Batuey. No, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. Do you have any idea how many claims will arise 
or approximately the amount of claims that will arise out of 1953 and 
1954 contracts? 

Mr. Baixey. No, sir. It would be a guess. If satisfactory repairs 
are made on these bins, we have them recorded, as I stated, at nominal 
amounts to assure control. 

The CuarrMan. What do you mean by that, “to assure control’’? 

Mr. Batxey. So that a followup will be made on the case and it will 
not drop between the cracks, so to speak, and be lost. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, they have been flagged. 

Mr. Batuey. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. That would be another term, they have been 
flagged for further attention. 

Mr. Baitny. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. Do you know how many have been flagged, how 
many of the contracts, or transactions, have been flagged for 1953 
and 1954? 

Mr. Batvey. To the best of my recollection 14, I believe. 

The Cuarrman. What percent would that be of the whole? 

Mr. Batxey. I do not know. 

The Cuarrman. You do not know the total number of contracts? 

Mr. Bartey. No, sir. 
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The Cuarrman. But 14 for the years 1953 and 1954 have been 
flagged and, in other words, they are in process of restraint for further 
attention. 

Mr. Batter. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. I see. 

All right, Mr. Counsel. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Bailey, one of the difficulties, as I understand 
it, was the type of inspection that was done at the erection site, is 
that correct, on the question of pinpointing responsibility? 

Mr. Barey. I don’t know what type of inspection was done at 
erection site. 

Mr. Kennepy. Maybe that is the point. Was there adequate 
inspection done at the erection site so that the Department of Agri- 
culture would be able to tell who was at fault, either the manufacturer 
or the erector? 

Mr. Batzey. I don’t know what inspection was done. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Bailey, you are in the Claims Division. These 
claims came to you and there is a question of whether you are going 
to have a claim against the manufacturer or the erector, is that 
right? 

Mr. Bainter. Correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. In attempting to determine whether you are going 
to make the claim against the manufacturer or the erector you try 
to determine who was at fault, is that correct? 

Mr. Barter. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. And the individual of the inspection service at the 
point of erection when the bins are going up would be able to tell you 
whether the erector received faulty material, right? 

Mr. Bariey. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. What did the inspectors at the point of erection 
report? 

Mr. Baruey. I don’t know. Their reports went to the commodity 
offices where the payment vouchers were processed for payment to the 
manufacturers. 

‘Mr. Kennepy. You never looked into that? 

Mr. Barttey. I have never seen them, sir. These cases were all in 
the hands of the Solicitor at least before I joined the Claims Branch. 

Mr. Kennepy. Do you understand that that was a difficulty in 
1949 and 1950 and that suggestions were made by various reaale in 
the Department of Agriculture that this situation be rectified by hav- 
ing adequate inspectors at the point of erection so that the Depart- 
ment could determine in the future whether it was the manufacturer 
or the erector who was at fault? 

Mr. Baiiey. I have not heard that discussed in connection with 
the 1949 or 1950 programs. 

The Cuarrman. I cannot quite figure this out. How do you know 
who to make the claim against? 

Mr. Battery. We had an investigation report on almost all of these 
cases. 

The Cuarrman. You mean you sent an investigator out or inspector 
now to go out and inspect it and try to determine whether the fault 
was with the manufacturer or whether it was construction and then 
take his report and base your claim accordingly? 
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Mr. Barxey. Our files contain in almost every case an investigator’s 
report which almost always includes a report by a special investigating 
committee who were appointed, pursuant to the 1949 program, to 
inspect defects reported in bins and to evaluate the defects and report 
on repair measures necessary and we have copies of those reports in 
our files and those were used as the basis for the claims asserted. 

The Cuarrman. Would not better practice be, certainly in the re- 
trospect you would say the better practice would be, the most efficient 
way of handling a matter of this kind, would be to have inspection 
both at the plant to determine about the fabrication and also inspec- 
tion at the point of erection? Wouldn’t that be the efficient way to 
handle it? 

Mr. Battery. That sounds efficient, Mr. Chairman, but a question 
like that I believe would be better for the operating people of the 
grain division. 

The Cuarrman. Of course I am not trying to place the responsi- 
bility on you, but I will ask you this: Is not your work increased in 
the claims division and made more difficult by reason of the fact 
that such inspections were not made? 

Mr. Bariey. It seems probable. 

The CuarrMan. It is probable. 

Mr. Baruey. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. It is a fact, isn’t it? 

Mr. Baruey. Well, sir, I can not draw conclusions on the 1949 
and 1950 bins regarding inspection because I don’t know what the 
requirements were for the inspection. 

The CHarRMAN. You may not have to know what the requirements 
were. I don’t have to know, but I do think I know, I believe you do, 
too, that it would have lightened your work and probably have resulted 
in far fewer claims having been made if the inspection had been made 
at the proper time and proper places instead of waiting until after 
the bins were erected and then having to make a survey. “T think you 
will agree with me. 

Mr. Baitey. That sounds correct, sir. 

The CuarrMAN. And it would be more economical to handle it that 
way, wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Bainey. I don’t know, sir. I don’t know what the cost of 
inspection would be. 

The CuarrMAn. You obviously don’t want to step out of bounds of 
your sphere of responsibility, I won’t ask you to do that. But I think 
it is obvious to all of us. 

All right. Proceed. 

Senator Benper. How many people in the Department of Agri- 
culture are handling claims? How many peop! e, personnel, are 
handling claims in the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Baitey. I would say between 25 and 30. I would have to 
count them. 

Senator BenpeErR. 25 to 30. 

Mr. Battery. In the Claims Branch itself. 

Senator Benpzr. Does that include stenographers? 

Mr. Battey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benner. That is the whole Department. 

Mr. Bamey. That is the immediate Branch. Of course other 
personnel are vitally connected with it. That is the Washington office. 
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Senator BenpEerR. You have been with the Department since 1933; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Batrey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benprer. How many of these people have been with the 
Department? Are there many new people there? 

Mr. Baiey. At the lower grades, yes, sir. 

Senator BenpER. What do you mean by the lower grades? 

Mr. Battey. The typists and stenographers. 

Senator Benper. But the people like yourself have been there a 
long time, haven’t they? 

Mr. Battery. The majority of them, sir. 

Senator BenpER. Majority of them. How much is the majority 
of them? 

Mr. Bawey. At least two-thirds. 

Senator Benprr. At least two-thirds. 

Mr. Bartey. At least two-thirds have been there 10 years or better. 

Senator BenpruR. How about the one-third? When did they come 
in? 

Mr. Barttey. Some have been 2, 3, 4, 5 years. 

Senator BENDER. 2, 3, 4, 5 years. 

Mr. Batuey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benner. How do they get their jobs? 

Mr. Barxey. Sir, I am not familiar enough with the personnel rec- 
ords to testify on that. 

Senator Benner. Are you a civil service employee? 

Mr. Barter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benprer. How did you get your job? 

Mr. Baixey. I originally got my job in the old triple A on an ex- 
cepted appointment and later was blanketed into civil service while 
in the Army. 

Senator BenpErR. You were hired in 1933? 

Mr. Baruey. Yes, sir. 

Senator BenpEeR. When in 1933? 

Mr. Baritey. September 6, 1933. 

Senator BenpER. What was the total of the amount of claims that 
you have to deal with? 

Mr. Bartey. Myself, you mean? 

Senator Benper. I am talking about the Department now. The 
1949 and 1950 total amount of claims was $893,000. What is the 
total amount of claims these 25 or 30 people have to deal with? 

Mr. Baitey. It would be several million dollars, but offhand, 
Senator, I can’t give you the figures. 

Senator BenpER. $2 million? 

Mr. Baixey. I should say at least that, including all classes of claims. 

Senator Benprer. What are the salaries of the people, what is 
your salary? 

Mr. Baivey. $6,820 per year. 

Senator Benper. 25 or 30 people in that department. Would you 
say the average salary would be $5,000 a year? 

Mr. Baiuey. It might average that. I couldn’t tell you from 
memory. I don’t know all the salaries, sir. 

Senator Benper. You don’t know all the salaries. What is your 
guess? 

Mr. Baitey. If you want me to guess, Senator, I would say your 
guess is approximately correct. 
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Senator Bzunper. 30 people at $5,000 a year would be $150,000 a 
year. And in handling $2 million worth of claims, that is quite an 
expensive operation; isn’t it? 

Mr. Batruey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benper. And when you have only salvaged $31,000 out 
of $893,000, obviously that is over a period of 5 years, I would say 
there is something wrong with Mr. Benson’s operation or his prede- 
cessor’s operation in permitting 25 or 30 people to operate a depart- 
ment and show so little return to the taxpayers. 

Am I being too unkind in my observation? 

Mr. Barzey. If the Senator wants me to comment on that, may 
I point out that this is only one type of many, many types of claim, 
it is one program of a great many. 

Senator Benper. I understand, but you say the total—how many 
in the way of claims—you say a total of 2 or 3 million dollars involved 
altogether. That is all the claims you have? 

r. Bartey. That is a very rough figure, Senator. 

Senator Benper. Say the rough figure would be $5 million. That 
would be an extravagant figure, wouldn’t it, $5 million? That is in 
excess of what you believe to be the figure? 

Mr. Battery. The present figure on the books, Senator, not the 
total figure handled 

Senator BenpER. What would be the total figure? 

Mr. Bartey. Total figure handled? 

Senator Benpmr. Yes. 

Mr. Bariey. Senator, I couldn’t even guess on that without 
checking back. 

Senator Bunper. I am just wondering how many people there are 
working for the Government who perform no useful service and who 
should be in some other work rather than being on the Federal pay- 
roll, whether Republicans or Democrats, I don’t care about that. I 
am pe concerned about an operation of Government. 

If I would operate a department when I was in the department 
store business on this basis, I would have been fired and I should 
have been. When you say 25 or 30 people have a minimum of $2 
million of claims and a maximum of $5 million in claims and they 
are successful in this operation of salvaging $31,000 out of the $893,000, 
they should be transferred. I am talking to you and I am talking 
for the record and if anyone wants to ane about that, I personally 
Oe it is a laughing matter so far as the taxpayers are con- 
cerned. 

How many people are you doing business with that these claims 
were against in 1949 and 1950? 

Mr. Barter. I don’t know, Senator. 

Senator Benprer. This company, Mr. Chairman, that you read a 
letter from, Black, Sivalls & Bryson, are we doing business with these 
people now? 

Mr. Baitzy. I don’t know, sir. 

Senator Benner. Who would know? 

Mr. Battzy. The people of the Grain Division, sir. 

Senator BenpEr. Well, they have been in business for 63 years and 
their letter sounds good. They say they are honest people and they 
wouldn’t do anything wrong, and they are anxious to make good on 
anything that is wrong. You heard that letter read this morning by 
the chairman. 
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How much do we have in the way of claims against them? 
Mr. Bartey. On our books we have that claim recorded at $1 for 
control. We have not yet received anything from Grain Division 
on it. 

Senator BenpER. How much money do we have in the total of 
1949 and 1950, total amount of $893,000, how much of that is B.S. & B. 
company? 

Mr. Battey. None. 

Senator Bunprr. None of it? 

Mr. Batiey. No, sir. 

Senator BenpEer. They, as I understand it from Mr. Juliana, didn’t 
enter the picture until 1954. You have had no contact with them? 

se ape No contact whatever until this potential claim de- 
veloped. 

Sensine Brenver. Now has any more money in addition to the 
$31,000 been collected on these claims of $893,000 for 1949 and 1950? 

Mr. Bartgey. Would the Senator mind repeating that, sir? 

Senator Bunper. I am talking about this $893,000 for 1949 and 
1950. Do you know of any additional money apart from the $31,000 
that has been collected? 

Mr. Batrtey. None other has been collected. Some has been 
withdrawn and more will be collected. As I stated a moment ago, 
$671,000 is still on the books awaiting action. 

Senator Benprer. From the chairman’s question, I would say that 
in 1951 and 1952 you have changed your method of handling these 
matters, is that correct? That is, you had no business of this kind 
in 1951 and 1952. 

Mr. Batxey. As I understand, sir, there were no grain bin purchase 
programs in those years. 

Senator Benper. You started again in 1953 and 1954? 

Mr. Batuey. Yes. 

Senator Benper. Have you made any changes in the way you 
handle this business? 

Mr. Bartey. You mean in the claims operation in our office? 

Senator BenpErR. Yes. 

Mr. Battery. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benpger. What are the changes? 

Mr. Batney. The Claims Branch has gone through a number of 
changes, procedurally. We constantly are looking for improvements 
and making them as we find them. 

Senator Benper. Give me one improvement you have made. 

Mr. Battey. Procedure has now been written to streamline the 
handling of the claims and the method I stated a moment ago where 
the Commodity branch makes their determination which we review 
and then take any collection action against. 

Senator Benper. As I understand, you have asked for bonds, 
performance bonds, on these. 

Mr. Battery. The Grain Division asks for bonds when they contract. 

Senator Benner. They carry bonds now; is that correct? 

Mr. Batuey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benner. Any other adjustments or improvements you 
have made? 

(Senator Mundt entered the hearing room.) 

Mr. Batuey. Sir, there have been no major changes since I joined 
the Claims Branch, but historically I know that its organization has 
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been improved from time to time. but we have no responsibility for 
making changes in operations. Those are up to the operating com- 
modity branches. 

Senator Benper. I think it would be well if the Mulligan Co. or 
Heller Co. or others would come into your department to hire you 
to show how you can direct their operations. 

Senator Symineron. Mr. Bailey, Ace are not the head of the 
department, or I presume you are not, or else you would know the 
salaries. 

Mr. Barney. That is correct. 

Senator Symineron. What is your title? 

Mr. Barzey. Claims examiner. 

Senator Symineron. Claims examiner. You joined the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in 1933? 

Mr. Barney. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. I see you got a law degree in 1938. 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Are you married? 

Mr. Baiuey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symrineron. When were you married? 

Mr. Baitey. Married in 1942. 

Senator Symineron. And you got another degree in 1939? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. You must have studied at nights then to do 
that. 

Mr. Baitzxy. That is correct. 

Senator Symineron. I think that shows great credit on your part 
and I can understand why it is difficult for you only being a member 
of the Department to criticize your superior just as much in Govern- 
ment as it is in private business, 

I have no further comment, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Anything further, Mr. Kennedy? 

Mr. Kennepy. No, sir. 

The CuatrMan. The Chair will state to you the purpose of inter- 
rogating you was primarily to establish the amount of claims that 
have grown out of this bin procuring and construction transaction 
and you have no way of advising us now the volume or the amount 
of claims, the probable amount of claims, that have come out of the 
last 2 years of 1953 and 1954? 

Mr. Bartiey. That is correct. 

The CHarrRMAN. But you have 14 flagged or under control, as you 
speak of it, by having charged a dollar until you can make further 
investigation. 

How long do you anticipate it will take to make that investigation 
so that you will be able to arrive at some fixed amount of claim to 
assert against the contractor or the manufacturer? 

Mr. Bartey. That is rather difficult to estimate, Mr. Chairman. 
It may come up in a month, it may be 4 or 5 months before we can 
get it. 

The Cuarrman. What will cause that delay? Why will it require 
that much time? You have only 14. Do you have to go out in the 
field and make further inv estigation? 

Mr. Batuey. No, sir. We wait for the Commodity Division to 
complete their case and send it to us. As I heard the testimony this 
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morning, the contractor, B. S. & B., are making their investigation. 
I don’t know how long that will take. Presumably they will submit 
their proposal to the Grain Division, they will reqaie some time to 
review it, perhaps make their own evaluation of B. S. & B.’s findings 
and then come up with their findings and send said to us for review, 
with their recommendation. 

The CuarrmMan. I do not know. It occurs to me you have the 
— in reverse. If a fellow owes me I want to try to know it 
before he does, at least, and I think that the Department would be 
interested in processing these claims to some fixed amount according 
to the information they have, according to their own surveys, rather 
than wait until the one that you anticipate making a claim against 
voes out and makes his findings and advises you what they are and 
then have you check on them. It seems to me like the process is 
a bit in reverse. 

Mr. Baitey. Mr. Chairman, the basie—— 

The CHarrMan. Maybe I don’t understand. 

Mr. Battery. The basic responsibility, what we refer to as claim 
responsibility, is with the Grain Division. If they can get the bins 
repaired to their satisfaction, and tell us so with adequate documentary 
proof, we can review their finding that repairs are satisfactorily made 
and if adequately documented and reasonable, we can recommend an 
approval for closing the claim. 

(Senators Symington and Bender left the hearing room.) 

The Cuarrman. The Grain Division; is that it? 

Mr. Bariey. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. If they find defects in the bins, they may call on the 
contractor or the manufacturer as the case may be, to make the neces- 
sary repairs to put it back in condition? 

Mr. Baitiey. That is correct. 

The CuHarrman. And if they do, then that obviates the processing 
of a claim to your department? 

Mr. Bartey. That is right. 

The CuarrMan. In other w ords, they may detect something wrong, 
they may think this company, either the contractor or manufac ‘turer, 
should made this good. T hey first take it up with the manufac ‘turer 
or contractor and ask that they make repairs or make it good, adjust 
it, before it ever reaches the Claim Department. 

Mr. Battery. No, sir. When the defects first are noted they send 
us a notice that a potential claim exists. At that time we record it at 
$1 for control. 

The CuarrMan. But in other words, there is no occasion to deter- 
mine the amount until after the Claims Division has resorted to its 
remedies ‘and its negotiations and so forth? 

Mr. Baruny. No. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no occasion for us, what I am trying to 
convey, to make collection efforts until efforts have been made to 
have it satisfactorily repaired. 

The Cuarrman. That is what I was trying to say. Even though 
you may flag a claim or flag a contract for a claim for $1, you don’t 
immediately start processing it, you wait until the Grain Division 
has exhausted its remedies. 

Mr. Battey. Yes, sir. 
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The Cuarrman. And although you may flag it, put it under control 
as you say, you do not actually become active on that claim until the 
Grain Division has exhausted its processes to get adjustment. 

Mr. Batrey. Yes, sir. 

(Senator Symington returned to the hearing room.) 

The Cuarrman. Any other questions? 

Thank you, Mr. Bailey. 

Senator Munoprt. Before calling another witness, I have a state- 
ment to make, if it is in order. 

The CuarrMan. All right, and then I will make one. 

Senator Munprt. I preface this by saying I realize these are dog 
days in Congress; we have a lot of acrimony. I read of House Mem- 
bers engaging in fisticuffs and in some of our kindred committees very 
serious ruckuses between the chairman and the ranking member. 
What I say, I am going to say in good temper. Simply because I say 
it in good temper does not mean I don’t say it with determination. 

I want to preface it, also, by saying what I say is in no way critical 
of the chairman of the committee, because I freely absolve him of any 
personal responsibility for the things I am going to talk about. But, 
as chairman of the committee, he seine oan responsibility of taking 
the initiative to see that corrective steps are taken. 

We have had what I consider a shocking and shameful breakdown 
in the procedure of this investigating committee. I was shocked 
when I got a call from a newspaperman this noon who told me that for 
the second time within a week the executive business of this committee, 
which is supposed to be conducted in secret, has become front-page 
news in the metropolitan press. 

In both instances the effect was to try to smear a high administra- 
tive official. I think there is nothing as important in using time of 
this committee, Mr. Chairman, as trying to find out what we can do 
to reestablish an effective committee mechanism without which we can 
not operate and, secondly, to try to conclude cases in which people 
are being smeared because of this violation of the executive business 
arrangement of the committee. 

I sent over to the Library of Congress to see whether this second 
rumor was fact or fiction, and they ov just delivered to my office 
the issue of the Kansas City Times, July 19, 2 days ago, Tuesday, 
front page, a big story quoting liberally from a purported executive 
committee report on the Pakistan grain business on which, as the 
chairman knows, a draft of a report has been submitted to the com- 
mittee. We have never held one single committee meeting to go 
over the report to decide whether we want to sign it or not. 

I have thought, Mr. Chairman, that this probably was a staff work 
that was prepared by them for our guidance. It may have been your 
individual views. i don’t think so, but whichever it was, it was 
marked confidential. It has never been approved. 

We never had a committee meeting, and it is pretty disturbing to 
me to read liberal excerpts of it from an article in the metropolitan 


press. 
I say I have absolved the Chairman, but by saying that, I don’t 
mean to say I implicate anybody else but I am not naive enough to 
believe that this committee can function as a responsible body with 
this kind of leaks breaking out all over. 
It either has to be that our offices or the staff offices have been 
rifled and material stolen and mislaid, or some member of the staff is 
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leaking it out, or some senatorial colleague of the committee, one of 
us, is Sealine it out, or some staff member of one of the senatorial 
offices represented is leaking it out. A year or two ago 

The CuarrMaANn. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Munpr. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. Or FOA is leaking it out, who has a copy. 

Senator Munpt. Yes. It would seem peculiar, because it is a 

great slap at FOA, but that is a possibility. 
A year or two ago we had disagreements among ourselves on com- 
mittee procedure, which was resolved at that time by the minority 
members of the committee walking out. I said then what I say now: 
I don’t think that is the proper approach to solving a problem of 
committee procedure. I didn’t approve of it then bad don’t propose 
to follow it now. But I am free to say that I am completely fed up 
with a procedure for which the chairman is not responsible in creating, 
but which tends to stultify the good work which this committee can 
do and I do not want to be an involuntary or indirect participant in 
smearing high public officials as a consequence of newspaper leaks. 

When these are given out as committee reports, which they are 
not—even if it were prepared by the chairman, which I don’t think 
it was—it is not a committee report until we have had a committee 
meeting to vote yes or no to see whether we can exercise prerogatives 
to the extent of deleting a phrase or dotting an “‘i’”’ or crossing a “‘t’’. 
This appearance is a shocking attack on a public official, and I think 
it was a shocking attack on the Secretary of the Air Force when some- 
thing appeared earlier in another segment of the metropolitan press, 
put on the front pages, something that was confidential. 

I would like to suggest, Mr. Chairman, that I think it is more im- 
portant than the instant case, no matter how important it may be, 
that we have an executive committee meeting today, I hope, to try 
to see if we can’t reestablish an orderly committee procedure Sila 
I would like to try to do and I have no intention, as I say, of walking 
out if we fail to try to accomplish it, and in addition to the executive 
committee meeting to pick up where we left off yesterday on one of 
the most important cases to come before us, because it involves high 
officialdom and decide where we are and where we propose to go; 
because if we don’t, I am pretty well convinced, on the basis of prece- 
dent, I am going to read something in the newspapers which will show 
committee action in which I have played no part and on which I 
haven’t been consulted. If I am on the committee, I like to partici- 
pate in the committee procedure. 

I say this in good temper, but I say it with a determination and a 
persistency which grows out of the Midwest, and I say it absolving 
the chairman of any individual responsibility. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes the Senator concluded? 

Senator Munpr. For the time being, yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. The Chair wishes to make an observation. This 
is the second time today in a public hearing that a member of this 
committee, without ever mentioning the subject matter to the chair- 
man, has taken occasion to make a speech for the press. I say mine 
in good temper, but I say it firmly. This committee is operating as 
expeditiously as it can. 

(Senator Bender returned to the hearing room.) 

The CuarrMan. We have a lot of work do do and when the matter 
occurred that reflected upon one of the high officials of this Govern- 





46 GRAIN BINS—DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


ment, the Chair acted promptly to call a meeting of this committee 
as expeditiously as we could in order to give that public servant an 
opportunity to come down here in public and express himself, give his 
version of the entire affair. 

I have leaned over backwards to be fair in this particular thing. I 
regret that any leak has occurred, but these papers that are marked 
confidential get into so many hands—and legitimately so—that a leak 
can occur anywhere. I don’t know where the leak occurred and I 
never heard of this one until just now. 

Senator Munprt. Will the Senator yield? 

The CuarrMan. Yes. 

Senator Munprt. I did not know about it until I got back from 
lunch, inquired if it were true, and I brought the paper to try to correct 
in public the leak that occurred. 

The CuarrMaNn. The Senator has the paper. I have never seen 
it and if the purpose of these interjections is to try to embarrass the 
Chair, I want to say to you, you can’t do it, you or both of you 
combined. 

I do not intend to be needled into doing something hastily and 
inadvisedly and impetuously, but the first development of this was 
day before yesterday. We have been very busy ever since. Yester- 
day I held ahearing. The fact is, yesterday morning the first develop- 
ment, yesterday I not only had an executive meeting of the com- 
mittee, but immediately called a public session to try to accommodate 
this situation and to give the high official of Government who had been 
smeared an opportunity promptly to appear and make his statement, 
and that was done. 

The Chair intends to continue that sort of procedure and that sort 
of practice and that sort of ethics but the Chair is going to determine, 
as long as he is chairman, when is a propitious time to call a meeting 
of this committee in observance at all time of the rules of the com- 
mittee. 

I never heard of this. Senator Bender had not spoken to me this 
morning about a hearing, about calling a meeting for that purpose 
and I may say the Chair had in mind to call a meeting for this after- 
noon for that purpose. 

Senator Munpr. Will the Senator yield? 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. The Chair will recall I did call him up last night. 

The CuHarrMan. I said Senator Bender. 

Senator Benper. I made no call. 

The Cuarrman. I know you didn’t. I said you announced it in 
public without saying anything to me about it. 

Senator Munpr. | thought you said neither of us. 

The CHarrman. I didn’t say that. I intended out of deference to 
you on my own initiative to call it for this afternoon, but I announce 
now publicly I will not do it—period. I will take the responsibility 
for it. Talk about walking off the committee. I walked off the com- 
mittee and stated my reasons and I make no apology to anybody in 
the world for it and you are the one who made the motion that caused 
me to walk off the committee, and you are the man who made the 
motion to rescind your action so I would come back on the com- 
mittee. 

Proceed. Call the next witness. 
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Senator Benper. Just a minute. I am a member of this committee, 
too, even though you say “period.”’ I certainly have certain rights as 
a member of this committee. 

The Cuarrman. You can make a speech. 

Senator Bunper. All right. If you make a speech, I can make a 
speech. 

The CuarrMAn. You made one this morning. 

Senator Benper. I said what I had in my mind. 

The CuHarrMAN. I stated what I had in my mind and we both got it 
out. 

Senator Brenpmr. I didn’t inspire this outburst on your part. I 
didn’t know what happened. I was out on a long-distance phone call. 

The CHAarRMAN. You know what is out now. 

Senator BenpEr. I came in in the midst of your outburst and I am 
glad I am here. I am not on the witness chair. I am a member of 
this committee. 

The CuarrMAN. Yes, you have been treated with every deference 
on earth. 

Senator BrenpeEr. I have been an active member of the committee, 
I have been here most of the time, and I don’t want to be treated with 
any deference. I don’t want to be given any privileges. 

The CHARMAN. The Chair would like to be treated with just a little. 

Senator Bunpnur. I certainly have great respect for you and J have 
always maintained since I have met you that you were not only a fine 
gentleman but an excellent chairman and fair chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. Thank you. 

Senator Benper. I have said nothing else, but by the same token 
even I want to say this: That I haven’t been a member of this body for 
long, but I have been in the Congress a long time and not too long but 
just about 15 years, and I have been a chairman like you have, over 
on the other side, and I know sometimes how these things develop. 
No one is blaming you for any leak; no one is blaming you for any lack 
of consideration or courtesy. You have been most courteous. 

I want to emphasize that. But by the same token, since this man 
is the head of the Air Force and the President is meeting in Geneva 
now, whether it was Mr.—is there anything that is wrong about 
my having said that [addressing the press] ae Symington or Mr. 
Finletter or whatever his name was, or Talbott, I certainly want the 
President not to be embarrassed at a conference in Geneva at this time 
by innuendoes and you yourself just said a smear. 

Obviously vane ou are smearing the head of the Air Force that to 
me is serious. f the Air Force Secretary is guilty of any wrongdoing 
I want to get it on in the open. I have no desire to protect a in 
any way but since this matter has been brought up in the fashion it 
has, we are entitled, the people of the country are entitled to have it 
disposed. of and since he himself has asked for a public hearing, I 
think it is entirely in order that we meet, as the Chair indicated, in 
executive session and certainly I didn’t in any fashion intend to irritate 
the Chair. All I was interested in was having the matter disposed of. 
If there is any more we have to reveal regarding this matter, let’s 
reveal it. If not, let’s dispose of it. 

But there is no particular point in continuing this simply for the 
purpose of further embarrassment to anyone. 

I know after we all made our statements yesterday that the counsel 
for the committee brought up a matter of the RCA, or was it the RCA? 
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I guess that is the company. I checked the record and I found that 
since that alleged conversation took place, I believe it was a conver- 
sation, that even though Mr. Talbott, who becomes irritated very 
readily, and who in his presence I indicated he loves to cuss, however, 
after he made his comment to the people involved in RCA, he gave 
them twice as much business as they had before without their doing 
any business with Mulligan & Co. 

During the 6-month period following that conversation RCA had 
twice the business that it had during the period before. I have a 
record here indicating the amount of business that the RCA had in 
the first quarter of 1954. They had $5,173,000 and during the second 
quarter they had $5,385,000. 

During the first quarter of this year, after the argument took place, 
or the conversation or whatever it was, the RCA had $11,587,000 
worth of business, and during the second quarter they had $12,250,000 
worth of business. So that actually they have had during the last 
12 months, they have had $34,395,000 worth of business, twice as 
much business after the argument occurred as they had in the previous 
6 months. 

Under the circumstances, if there was any point to the emphasizing 
of some conversation with Mr. Ewing or Mr. Johnson with Mr. 
Talbott, I am bringing out the facts. Beyond that if we have any 
other facts that need to be developed, I would say the thing to do was 
to have them out. We are holding a hearing this afternoon in connec- 
tion with a relatively small matter—which is important, it involves a 
matter of a few millions—but this other matter involves the integrity 
of the entire United States Government with one of the most important 
officials of the Government. 

Under the circumstances we should dispose of it expeditiously as 
long as we have a majority of the committee present. 

Mr. Chairman, finally I want to say this: You have treated me 
courteously and I have responded in kind, I hope and trust and if I 
have said anything to in any way hurt your feelings, I apologize, but 
I want to say I commend you as chairman. You tars been fair and 
honest, you haven’t been disposed at any time to have a complex 
about any individual that in my opinion is not in order. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Chairman, may I make an observation? 

The Cuarrman. I hope we get on with the business. All right. 

Senator Symineron. I want to thank Senator Mundt for letting 
me know he was going to make that statement, and inasmuch as 

Senator Munpr. I did not call you back because I thought you 
were in any way implicated, but I wanted to have you here because 
you had just walked out. 

Senator Symrneron. I appreciate it and thank the Senator for his 
thoughtfulness in doing it, inasmuch as some of my constituents are 
involved in the so-called Pakistan affair and inasmuch as the article 
which I have first known of as a result of what the Senator said, for 
the first time appeared in a paper of my State. I want to assure him 
and the members of the committee that in my organization only my 
administrative assistant and myself have seen the report. I want to 
assure him in no way did anything emanate from my office on this 
matter. 
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Secondly, I address myself with reference to what the junior Senator 
from Ohio has said. In my opinion the work of this committee in 
the past few months has been characterized by a tremendous amount 
of detail put together by the staff in excellent fashion. I speak of 
Mr. Talbott as an old friend; I have known him a great many years. 
I think the record of the hearings before the Armed Services Com- 
mittee will show that I led the support for him against opposition for 
his confirmation. 

Nevertheless, from where I do not know, nor am I particularly 
interested in the sources, information came on this matter to the com- 
mittee staff and to the chairman. As I understand the function of the 
committee, it was the duty of the chairman to look into the matter. 
I would like to say this, that I have never seen a case handled more 
fairly than the case with respect to Harold Talbott. I refer to the 
way it has been handled by the chairman of this committee. I be- 
lieve that the first person to agree with that would be Mr. Talbott 
himself. 

Twice today the distinguished junior Senator from Ohio has men- 
tioned he thinks this matter ought to be pursued immediately. | 
would ask him to realize that the chairman of the committee and 
staff of the committee are proceeding in my opinion as quickly as they 
can on the development of what might be called the Talbott story; 
this hearing was scheduled for today; yesterday Mr. Talbott was up 
here. He was here within a few minutes after the committee decided 
to give him the opportunity. 

I would hope that the junior Senator from Ohio wouldn’t criticize 
the committee, its chairman, or its staff, and its very valuable counsel 
for the way this matter has been handled. I believe that the matter 
has been handled on a fair and expeditious basis. 

Senator Benprr. Will the gentleman yield? 

Senator Symineton. I am glad to. 

Senator Benper. I appreciate the kindly consideration of my good 
friend from Missouri. I want to say that I certainly had not indi- 
cated in any way that I was reflecting in any fashion on the committee, 
or criticizing the committee. My constituent is involved. Harold 
Talbott comes from Ohio. He is a highly respected citizen, a man 
of character, and a man of integrity, and under the circumstances I 
oppreeert the fact that he had asked for this hearing quickly, a 
public hearing, so that if there is anything about this business that 
was unsavory that the whole count~y might have it and have it 
immediately, even the International News Service might have it and 
the Associated Press, and the United Press and all the agencies, and 
so on. 

Under the circumstances, I wanted to have this matter expedited 
for that reason. 

Now, my good friend mentioned something about some Kansas 
City paper. I don’t know what he was talking about. I wasn’t 
here at the time. 

Senator Symineron. Senator Mundt brought this in. 

Senator Benprr. Does that have to do with Mr. Talbott? 

Senator Symineron. No. 

Senator Benper. I don’t know anything about that. What does 
that have to do with? 

The Cuarrman. Your colleague brought it up. 
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Senator Syminotron. If I may, I will bring the Senator up to date. 
Senator Mundt was talking when you came in, the chairman was 
replying to Senator Mundt. That had to do with an article in the 
Kansas City Times which has to do with the FOA and Pakistan. [ 
have not seen the article but it is called Grain Bin Echo. 

Senator Benpgr. You mean that has gotten out now, too? 

Senator Symineron. I would like to present the fact that I was 
talking about the Kansas City paper in reply—— 

Senator Benner. Is there anything we can do on this committee 
that doesn’t get, that somebody doesn’t jump the gun and get it in 
the papers? 

Senator Symincron. One way to expedite it would be for me to be 
allowed to proceed in my explanation. The Kansas City aspect came 
up and Senator Mundt brought this paper with an article called 
Grain Bin Echo, and the chairman was talking about that when you 
came in. 

beh CuarrMan. I had never heard of it until we engaged in this 
public—— 

Senator Benper. I received notice about our Pakistan report which 
was sent to me, and I understood the chairman was going to have a 
meeting on this before any report was made so that if we disagreed 
with the opinion, that we might express our views in an orderly 
procedure. 

The CuarrMan. Your understanding is correct and I intended to 
have a meeting of this committee before those documents were re- 
leased to the New York Times and there has been no meeting on this. 

I have been trying to get around to it. We have been pretty busy. 
But I do say to you I do not know where they came from. It could 
have come from FOA because they have a copy. I don’t know where 
- came from. I say that now. If we are going to accuse every- 

ody—— 

Senator Benper. I am not accusing any one. I didn’t know a 
thing about it until I came in and Senator Symington, while talking 
about Talbott, talked about the Kansas City Star. 

The Cuarrman. All right. We all got our speeches out of our 
system. Let’s proceed and call the next witness. 

Senator Munpr. I would like to continue in the spirit with which 
I came in and I stillstandon. I think there is nothing more important 
this committee should be doing this afternoon than having an executive 
session on the breakdown of our committee procedure. I am not 
pointing the finger of accusation at anybody, but it is an intolerable 
condition and we can’t struggle along with this kind of mechanism. 

We have to find some device, some procedure, some new rule of the 
committee that is going to make less likely an occurrence which twice 
within 3 days has put executive business of this committee on the 
front pages of the metropolitan press. 

I am a minority saan of the committee; I called the chairman 
and suggested it last night; I was in hopes he would announce it this 
morning; he didn’t. I said nothing during the colloquy in the morning 
session as I was in hopes I would hear something about it during the 
noon hour. A newsman told me this afternoon word was out from the 
committee there would be no executive committee meeting this after- 
noon. I think he had that scoop correct. All I can say as a minority 
member is that I don’t want to exercise rights by walking out. We 
have differences of opinion on techniques to follow but all I can do 
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The CHAtRMAN. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Munpr. Yes. 

The CuatrMan. If you want to be completely ethical and fair to the 
chairman, don’t you think you should have said something to me 
about this before you bring it in here and make a great big horseplay 
out of it to try to embarrass the chairman? 

Senator Munpt. I am not trying to embarrass the chairman. 

The CuatrMAN. Don’t you think the proper way would have been 
to present it to me and talk to me first? 

Senator Munpt. The answer to your categorical question is ‘‘No,”’ 
because it has already been in the paper. I went out of my way, I 
thought, to exonerate the chairman of the committee. I hope in so 
doing, the other Democratic members of the committee will not think 
I was pointing the finger at them. I didn’t want to stir you up to 
think I was in any way accusing you because I was not, but I think it 
is your responsibility as chairman to call the committee into executive 
session to straighten out your procedures. 

Senator Symineton. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Munpt. Yes. 

Senator Symineton. There have been leaks in this committee and 
there have been other leaks besides these. Yet at no time have I 
ever suggested or implied that the leaks were coming from the other 
side of the table in order to embarrass the chairman or staff. 

Senator Munpt. I didn’t do that. 

Senator Symineton. I know. I wanted to assure the Senator that 
I never have implied that. 

Senator Munpr. I was making no implication of any kind except 
saying I think before a committee can proceed to measure up to its 
responsibility when there has been this kind of breakdown that we 
should concentrate on correcting it. I still think so. 

Senator Brenpsr. I second the motion of Mr. Mundt. 

Senator Munpr. I did not make a motion. I am in the minority 
and don’t know what the minority rights are. We have the same 
problem you had and the minute you didn’t like being in the minority, 
you and your colleagues walked out. That was your right and I made 
that motion to extend the gesture of friendship to you to do as the 
majority, something specifically, your majority had denied to us when 
we were in the minority. 

The CuarrMan. That statement is not true. 

Senator Munprv. It is correct. 

The CuarrMan. It is not. 

Senator Munpr. You are in the majorit 

The CuarrmMan. You want to rehash all the years past in public 
here. I want the press to know who is responsible for this interruption 
and this change of argument bere this afternoon when | was trying to 
proceed in an orderly way. 

Senator Munor. If there is any doubt about who brought this in, 
it is the senior Senator from South Dakota. 

Now to the statement that was not true, we documented it. It 
was true. On 25 cases, minority members went to the majority and 
said: ‘We are entitled to minority counsel.’”” We were denied it. 

The Cuarrman. Was the motion ever made for minority-counsel in 
committee? 

Senator Munpt. Twice we went to the chairman. 
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The CHarrMAN. I am not talking about the chairman. Did you 
ever make a motion in committee for minority counsel? 

Senator Munpr. No; we learned in the beginning 

The CuarrMan. I was a member, not chairman, but I had no 
opportunity to notice it or vote on it. 

Senator Munpt. You weren’t ever a member of the subcommittee. 

The CHarrMan. Yes; I was. 

Senator Munpr. Senator Hoey was chairman. 

The CuarrMan. I was a member of the subcommittee at all times. 
I never heard of that. 

Senator Munpt. Very well. Request was made to Senator Hoey, 
chairman of the committee. Out in the Indian warfare of South 
Dakota, we learned long ago you can’t get a dead Indian by spitting in 
the wind. The chairman says “I won’t do it.” There is no use to 
make a motion in the committee, and that is why I haven’t made a 
motion today for the executive committee. The chairman says ‘TI 
won’t have it.’’ There is no use to vote; your colleagues go with you. 
But it is the most important thing we could do and if we could have 
had one this afternoon, what I have now spread on the public records 
would have been more properly spread in the executive hearing which 
we were denied. 

The CuarrmMan. You have not been denied an executive hearing, 
I said I would not call it this afternoon. I would not say that until 
the statement was made here this morning about it. I am not going 
to be needled into it. If you think you have the idea you are going to 
pressure the chairman to act until he has considered things and "hes 
things in shape to proceed, you are mistaken. You are not going to 
do it. 

Senator Munpt. Is it the chairman’s position that minority mem- 
bers should suggest an executive session? 

The CuarrMan. It is quite proper and I think the chairman should 
consider it and the chairman does consider it. On the basis of what 
you said to me yesterday afternoon, I was trying to get prepared for a 
meeting this afternoon. 

Senator Munprt. I was very much in hopes we would have it. 

The CuarrMan. You would have if we could have gone on with 
these proceedings. 

Senator Benper. When I injected what I said at 10 minutes to 12 
this morning, I assumed since we had no words about a meeting at 
2 o’clock—of course all of us here lead busy lives and I appreciate the 
chairman is under terrific pressure because he has been here a long 
time and is not only chairman of this committee and the full committee, 
but he is a member of other important committees and he is an impor- 
tant member here and under the circumstances I felt since this matter 
appeared in the public press, since somebody jumped the gun, it is 
entirely possible that some person other than we have any idea about 
might have released this matter, this material, to the New York Times. 
I don’t know. I amsure! didn’t. I amsure I have been very careful 
here in this body not to discuss any matter affecting any member of 
this committee or any action of this committee publicly or privately 
before unless I am released by the committee to do so. 

Under the circumstances I want you to know that I certainly wasn’t 
needling you. I don’t like that term. I know how to needle. But I 
wasn’t doing any needling this morning. 
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I am concerned about this because it affects a man who unlike 
Senator Symington, who knows him personally, and is his intimate 
friend, I am not Mr. Talbott’s intimate friend. As a matter of fact, 
until several weeks ago I wouldn’t have known him if I had met him 
on the street. I know him by reputation and I respect him. He is 
an institution. But apart from that I have had no contact with him 
and never talked to him except on a few occasions. The only time I 
ever talked to the gentleman since the first of the year was when 4,000 
citizens in southern Ohio petitioned to have a doctor released from the 
Air Force and I called him up one day and said “‘Here are 4,000 citizens 
who want a doctor released from the Air Force.” 

I can’t repeat what he said. He said no doctor is going to be re- 
leased from the Air Force no matter who asks for him. 

I said, as a matter of fact, I was distressed about it because I wasn’t 
in the habit of having anyone talk to me that way. But my only—I 
am only conscious of ever having talked with the gentleman once before 
I met him here in committee on this occasion, so that Senator Syming- 
ton is his bosom friend and I am not. 

Senator Symineton. May I ask that the distinguished junior 
Senator from Ohio be kind enough to let me delineate the nature of 
our friendship. 

The Cuarrman. Call the next witness. 

Mr. Kennepy. Edward G. Molander. 

The CuarrmMan. Will you be sworn, please. You do solemnly 
swear that the evidence you shall give before this Senate Investigating 
Subcommittee shall be truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Motanper. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF EDWARD G. MOLANDER, SENIOR AGRICULTURAL 
ENGINEER, AGRICULTURAL ENGINEERING RESEARCH BRANCH, 
BELTSVILLE, MD. 


Mr. Kennepy. What is your present position? 

Mr. Mouanper. I am senior agricultural engineer. 

Mr. Kennepy. Senior agricultural engineer. 

Mr. Mouanper. Yes, sir; with the Agricultural Engineering 
Research Branch, Beltsville, Md. 

Mr. Kennepy. How long have you been with the Department? 

Mr. Mouanper. Since 1933. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now what position cid you hold in 1949? 

Mr. Mouanper. I was senior agricultural engineer. 

Mr. Kennepy. You held the same position? 

Mr. Moxanper. That is right. 

Mr. Kennepy. Since 1949 have you made certain studies and 
investigations of the grain bins that have been erected by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture? 

Mr. Motanper. Yes, I have. 

(Senator McClellan left the hearing room.) 

Mr. Kennepy. Did you make an investigation of those grain bins 
that were constructed in 1954? 

Mr. Mouanver. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. Did you go on the trip with Mr. Locraft to inspect 
those grain bins? 
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Mr. Mowanper. That is right. 

Mr. Kennepy. Alleged defective grain bins erected by Black, 
Sivalls & Bryson? 

Mr. Movanper. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. You were here when Mr. Locraft testified this 
morning? 

Mr. Mouanper. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. Do you agree with the findings of his report? 

Mr. Mouanper. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. Had you made a prior investigation of these same 
grain bins? 

Mr. Mouanper. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Kennepy. And you were the one that reported there were some 
defective grain bins among this group? 

Mr. Mouanper. That is right. 

Mr. Kennepy. Then the Department of Agriculture hired the in- 
dependent engineer, Mr. Locraft. 

Mr. Mowranper. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. And then the two of you went out to make an 
investigation of the grain bins of Black, Sivalls & Bryson? Is that 
correct? 

Mr. Mouanper. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now in addition to the grain bins that were dis- 
cussed this morning constructed by Black, Sivalls & Bryson, were 
there also some grain bins, wooden grain bins, that were constructed 
that you found to be defective? 

_- Mo.anper. I inspected some wood bins in 1954 that were 
auity. 

Mr. Kennepy. As I understand, there were 540 grain bins pur- 
chased, wooden grain bins. Is that right? 

Mr. Moxanper. I believe that is the right number. 

(Senator McClellan returned to the hearing room.) 

Mr. Kennepy. They were purchased from Lloyd R. Reeve, Inc., 
1150 Wilshire Boulevard, Los Angeles, Calif.? 

Mr. Motanper. Correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. The unit price was $1,266.95? 

Mr. Motanper. That I don’t know. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman, we have been informed that the 
contract price for those 540 grain bins that were purchased was 
$684,153, and that the amount that they cost the Government for 
erection was an additional $387,473.35. 

Now, those wooden grain bins were erected in Montana, North 
Dakota, Minnesota, Kansas, and Colorado, is that correct? 

Mr. Mouanper. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. And were those grain bins found to be defective? 

Mr. Mouanper. The only ones I inspected were in Colorado. 

Mr. Kennepy. Were the wooden grain bins—there were 25 erected 
in Colorado—were those grain bins reported by you on June 18 to 
be defective? 

Mr. Mo.anper. The material was found to be defective, the 
lumber. 

Mr. Kennepy. What was the nature of the defect? 

Mr. Motanper. They had too poor grade of lumber. 

Mr. Kennepy. Was a better grade of lumber ordered by the 
Department of Agriculture? ’ 
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Mr. Moanper. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. And did this defective or inferior grade of lumber 
get past the inspection? Is that what happened? 

Mr. Mouanper. [t was passed by the inspection, Navy inspection. 

Mr. Kennepy. Should it have passed the Navy inspectors? 

Mr. Mouanper. In my opinion, no. 

Mr. Kennepy. Have you received reports from other States 
regarding these wooden grain bins? 

Mr. Motanper. I don’t get those reports. It is handled by the 
Grain Division. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman, we have some other letters from 
various States regarding some of these wooden structures from Mr. 
Reeve during the period of 1954. Could I read parts of this letter 
from the administrative officer of the State of North Dakota into the 
record? 

The Cuarrman. Do you intend to interrogate the witness about 
the contents of the letter? 

Mr. Kennepy. I do. 

The CHarrRMAN. Proceed. 

Mr. Kennepy. It is a letter addressed to Mr. Marvin L. McLain, 
Director, Grain Branch, Commodity Stabilization Service, United 
States Department of Agriculture, Washington, D. C.: 

Reference is made to your letter dated May 23 pertaining to grain storage 
purchase contract Alpm (Ff)—30399, Lloyd R. Reeve, Inc., and grain storage 
purchase contract GR-—(P)—96, Erwin Construction Co., dated May 24, 1955. 

Defects existing are now being reported by the county offices, and a detailed 
summary of information pertaining to the defective strictures under the subject 
contracts will be forwarded to your office in the near future. Several counties 
have, of necessity, made some repairs. It is the general belief and contention of 
the county committees and the State committee that the subject bins are un- 
satisfactory and will be a maintenance problem in the future in keeping these 
structurally sound, grain- and weather-tight. 

At the present: time this office has requested movement of 40,000 bushels of 
wheat from the Lignite, Burke County, bin site for the reason that the wheat is 
now in danger of rodent contamination. Rather than continue storing the grain 
due to the problem encountered by the county office with mice, it was deemed 
necessary to move this wheat, and a loading order has been approved by the 
commodity office. On the basis of the grade determination made in the State 
ASC Laboratory, we have found that one Reeves bin at this site containing 
approximately 9,500 bushels of wheat has now been contaminated to the point 
where we could not request a shipping order. The county bin superintendent 
has attempted to eliminate the rodent condition, but has been unable to do so. 

Similar conditions for these structures have been reported in other counties, 
but due to the large ex bin movement this year, it did not become a problem. 
It is believed that continued storage of wheat in Reeves and Erwin bins will con- 
stantly present a problem for the county committees in keeping the wheat clean. 


Those are pertinent reports on the wooden bins. 

You made certain suggestions to remedy defects in the wooden 
grain bins? 

Mr.-Mouanper. Yes, in Colorado. 

Mr. Kennepy. What suggestion did you make? 

Mr. Mouanper. I suggested that the inside of the bins should be 
lined with thin metal. 

The CuarrMan. Line with what? 

Mr. Monanper. Metal. 

The CuarrMan. Thin metal. 

Mr. Kennepy. Were those suggestions followed? 

Mr. Mouanper. I just found out they were not. 
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Mr. Kennepy. It was not followed. Is it due to that fact that 
this rodent problem has come into these wooden grain bins? 

Mr. Mo.uanper. No. Apparently the Colorado office did not 
think it was feasible to do it the way I suggested. 

Mr. Kennepy. What have they done instead, do you know? 

Mr. Motanper. They thought it would be difficult to get metal 
that would fit in between the wooden ribs on the inside of the bin. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman, we have another letter here from 
Minnesota. May I read pertinent parts of that letter? 

The CHAIRMAN. You may. 

Mr. Kennepy (reading): 

Marvin L. McLain, 
Director, Grain Division, CSS: 

In connection with the wooden storage structures built in Minnesota which 
were purchased under the above numbered contract, we wish to advise that we 
have a total of 105 of these structures in the State. 

As we have reported in the past, the lumber used in the sidewalls was not of 
good quality, there being a large number of knotholes in a high percentage of the 
boards. Some of these knotholes were of sufficient size so that when the building 
was erected it was necessary for the workmen to nail pieces of tin over the knot- 
holes to prevent grain from getting in contact with the roofing cover on the out- 
side of the bins. 

Up to date, however, the bins appear to be standing up well. There has been 
no indication of structural failure where filled, and the grain contained in these 
bins appears to be well protected. We do, however, have misgivings about the 
lasting qualities of this type of structure inasmuch as the lumber that went into 
them appeared to be not too well seasoned. We assume that when the buildings 
have been emptied and the lumber dried out thoroughly, they would have to be 
watched and hoops tightened to prevent racking of the structures. 

From the study you have made of the 25 wooden bins you concluded 
that the wood was not of the quality that the Department of Agri- 
culture asked for, is that correct? 

Mr. Mo.tanper. That is correet, too many knots and knotholes. 

Mr. Kennepy. And the fault lies with the inspectors at the plant, 
at the manufacturing plant, for not discovering the fact that the wood 
was of defective quality or was not up to the standard that the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture had asked for, is that correct? 

Mr. Motanper. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now you made a study of the defective grain 
bins for the period 1949 and 1950? 

Mr. Mo.anper. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. A large number of them, as I understand it, were 
wooden and aluminum bins, is that correct? 

Mr. Motanper. Yes, there were steel, aluminum, and wood. 

Mr. Kennepy. But the defective ones came in the wooden and 
aluminum bins to a large part? 

Mr. Mouanper. Yes. 

Mr. Kennuepy. At that time did you make some suggestions as to 
corrective measures that could be taken at the erection site as far as 
inspectors were concerned? 

Mr. Mouanper. Yes. I made the engineering recommendations 
how those bins could be fixed up and we also had roundtable confer- 
ences with the contractors and the erectors and told them what was 
wrong and what we felt they ought to do and then they were notified 
in letter by the Grain Division. 

Mr. Kennepy. During 1949 and 1950, if they had had adequate 
inspection facilities at the erection sites as well as at the manufacturing 





GRAIN BINS—-DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 57 


level, would these problems regarding the claims to some extent be 
eliminated? 

Mr. Motanper. I believe so. 

Mr. Kennepy. And if that had been done in 1949 and 1950, we 
would not have the same exact problem during 1954, is that correct? 

Mr. Motanper. Much less, 

Mr. Kennepy. Now for the Government to try to collect money on 
these alleged defective grain bins built in 1954, the Government is 
going to have some difficulty in determining who was at fault between 
the manufacturer and the erector, isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Mouanper. There would be some dispute on that, I am quite 
sure. 

Mr. Kennepy. Isn’t there already a dispute to some degree between 
the erector and the manufacturer as to who was at fault? 

Mr. Motannper. So I have heard. 

Mr. Kennepy. From the testimony we heard from the last witness, 
wasn’t one of the main problems in collecting on these $890,000 or 
$860,000 worth of claims in 1949 and 1950 the fact that the Govern- 
ment had difficulty knowing who was at fault between the manu- 
facturer and erector? 

Mr. Mouanper. That is what I just heard the previous witness 
testify. 

Mr. Kennepy. We still have the same problem in 1954, isn’t that 
correct, because no trained inspectors were at the site when the bins 
were erected to make a determination as to whose fault if any fault 
existed, between the manufacturer and erector? 

Mr. Mouanper. The fault probably could have been prevented if 
we had proper inspection. 

Mr. Kennepy. At both manufacturing level and at the erection. 

Mr. Motanper. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. As I understand it, the Department of Agriculture 
is going to purchase about 35,000 bins starting next week, is that 
correct? New bins? 

Mr. Motanper. So I have heard. 

Mr. Kennepy. Are you recommending that during the purchase 
of these grain bins during 1955 that there be inspectors, qualified 
engineer inspectors, or at least qualified inspectors at the point of 
erection so they can tell immediately if there is defective material 
or if the erector is not doing a good job? 

Mr. Mouanper. There is nothing in writing on that, but only in 
conversation. 

Mr. Kennepy. There is conversation about that at this time in 
the Department of iculture? You had made that recommenda- 
tion back in 1949, as I understand it. 

Mr. Mouanper. Yes; we did recommend it since 1949 and on, but 
I don’t. think that this year that question has come up. 

Mr. Kennepy. You don’t think that in view of the lessons we 
learned in 1949 and 1950 and the lessons we are now in the process 
of learning because in 1954 we had the same problem, that it would 
be a good idea if something were done about it? 

Mr. Mouanpsr. Absolutely. 

Mr. Kennepy. Wouldn’t it be apt to save the Government a great 
deal of trouble and money in the future if something was done as far 
as inspection service is concerned? 
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Mr. Motanper. I think so. 

Mr. Kennepy. Both at manufacturing level and erection level? 

Mr. Mouanper. Yes. 

(Senator Symington left the hearing room.) 

The CuarrMan. Do you know whether anything is being done now 
to assure inspection both at manufacturer’s level and at the erection 
location? 

Mr. Mo.tanper. No. I know what is being done about the in- 
spection at the manufacturing plant. 

The CHarrMAN. They are inspecting now at the plant? 

Mr. Mo.anper. We are strengthening that provision. In addi- 
tion to calling for a pilot bin, they are calling for a pilot bin for 
every 500 bins produced, a pilot bin to be built from material se- 
lected at random from the production line to be sure that nothing is 
going wrong in the manufacturer’s equipment in making al]] these bins. 

The CuatrmMan. Who does that? The Government is doing that 
at its expense? 

Mr. Mouanper. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. As a system of inspecting? 

Mr. Mouanper. At the plant. 

The Cuatrman. For the material for every 500 bins, is that correct, 
they build a pilot plant? 

Mr. Mouanper. The manufacturer is called upon to build that 
under supervision of a United States inspector. 

The CHatrmMan. This is one of your recommendations that you 
have made? 

Mr. Mouanpver. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Has that recommendation been put into effect? 

Mr. Mouanper. It is being put into effect now. 

The Cuarrman. In process of being put into effect now, so you 
understand? 

Mr. Mouanper. That is right. 

The CuarrMan. Do you think that will be adequate to insure at 
least that the material is being fabricated properly? 

Mr. Mouanper. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. That in your judgement will be adequate to insure 
the fabrication up to standard? 

Mr. Mouanper. That is correct. 

The CHarrmMan. Have you made any recommendations with re- 
spect to inspection or a check at the point of erection? 

Mr. Mouanper. No; I have not as yet this year. 

The CuarrmMan. You have previously made 

Mr. Mouanper. I have previously made it; yes. 

The Cuarrman. When was that? 

Mr. Motanper. Every program, 1949, 1950, 1953, 1954. 

The Cuarrman. What did you recommend? 

Mr. Mouanper. Well, that this should be, it would be desirable to 
have an engineering inspection in the field, erection inspection. 

The Caarrman. Has that recommendation been followed? 

Mr Mo tanper. Not that I know of. 

The Cuarrman. Has any program or policy been put into effect 
now for inspection at the location site? 

Mr. Mouanpver. Not that I know of. 

The Cuarrman. You do not have knowledge of any? 
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Mr. Motanper. No. 

The CuHarrMan. May I inquire, I don’t know about this. These 
fabricated bins, not the wooden ones, what is the average cost per 
bin? Do you know? 

Mr. Moranper. I don’t know definitely. My guess would be 
about $560. The persons here in the Grain Division should know 
about that. 

The Cuarrman. We can get that accurately from someone else. 

Any further questions? 

Mr. Kennepy. On this pilot model that was erected, that was one 
of the suggestions that came out of the problems in 1949 and 1950, 
so that Black, Sivalls & Bryson erected a pilot model in 1954; you are 
aware of that? Do you know anything about that? 

Mr. Moranper. Yes. In fact, I was sent out there together with 
another man from the Grain Division, but not for the purpose of 
inspecting the pilot bin as such. It was only to pass on certain devia- 
tions that the B. S. & B. decided to make which was strengthening 
of the roof for those bins. 

Mr. Kennepy. Are you aware of the fact, or do you know, that 
Black, Sivalls & Bryson used materials constructed in 1953 for this 
plant that they put up? 

Mr. Motanper. I don’t know. I couldn’t see anything wrong 
with the bin when I came there. [ wasn’t looking for anything wrong. 

Mr. Kennepy. Have you heard since then they used 1953 materiel? 

Mr. Motanper. No; but it could possibly be because the contract 
was just about let and in the interim sublet to another manufacturer. 
But I don’t know for sure if they used the 1953 ring or not. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Lineberry, president of Black, Sivalls & Bryson, 
me — Duffy that they used the material of 1953 for this pilot 
model. 

The CuarrMan. Would that make any difference, material of 1953 
being used in the pilot model constructed in 1953? 

Mr. Mouanper. By chance I probably would have seen the faulty 
foundation ring if it had been in 1954. 

The CxarrMAN. Why would you not see it in 1953 material? 

Mr. Motanper. I don’t know that there was anything wrong with 
the 1953 foundation ring. 

The CuarrMan. The 1953 foundations were all right? 

Mr. Mouanper. Yes; I saw some of those bins up in Iowa and those 
foundation rings looked all right. 

The CuarrMaNn. But it is the 1954 foundations that were not up to 
standard; is that correct? 

Mr. Mouanper. That is correct. 

The CuarrmMan. Any questions? 

Senator Munprt. Are all of these deficiencies which the Department 
of Agriculture has discovered in grain bins, the grain bins of this one 
company B.S. & B., or were other deficiencies discovered with other 
companies from which you purchased grain bins? 

Mr. Mouanper. Yes; we have discovered deficiencies in bins made 
by other companies. 

Senator Munpt. Were they somewhat similar in character to the 
deficiencies in regard to this particular company? ; 
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Mr. Mouanper. No. I haven’t found anything wrong with the 
foundation ring. Of course I haven’t examined the whole foundation 
ring. I have only seen the top. I haven’t done excavation. 

Senator Munpr. When did you start inspecting these bins for the 
Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Motanper. I have not done very much inspection. 

Senator Munpr. I will put the question in another way: From 
what date from what calendar year ae you been familiar with the 
fact that these deficiencies were popping up and that they were in 
difficulty? 

Mr. Mouanper. I would say deficiencies since 1950, the 1950 
program. And that was probably a deficiency also in the design, 
our own design, and that we have corrected. We keep improving 
our design every time we find something that doesn’t look good. 

Senator Munpt. Does that mean you would not be prepared to 
testify or be familiar with any deficiencies which may have occurred 
in 1949? 

Mr. Moxuanper. I didn’t examine any of the metal bins, round 
metal bins in 1949 or 1950. The wood bins and some flat storage, 
large buildings were aluminum and of steel. And we definitely pinned 
down what was wrong on those. 

Senator Munpt. What year was that? 

Mr. Mouanper. That was the 1949 program; inspected in 1950. 

Senator Munpr. Are you familiar as to difficulty with the record of 
the F. B. Dickinson Co., of Des Moines, Iowa, in its transactions with 
the Government? 

Mr. Mouanper. I didn’t see any of those bins. 

Senator Munpt. You would not be prepared to testify about bins 
which were sold by that company? 

Mr. Motanper. No. 

Senator Munprt. That is all. 

The Cuarrman. Any questions? 

Thank you very much for your testimony. 

I believe that concludes the witnesses that are here for today. 

The Chair is advised by the staff there will probably be 2 or 3 other 
witnesses that will have to be heard and that will have to be at another 
session. 

The committee is in recess. 

(Whereupon, at 4 p. m., the committee was recessed subject to call.) 
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TUESDAY, AUGUST 2, 1955 


Unirep States SENATE, 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:35 p. m., pursuant to Senate Resolu- 
tion 41, agreed to February 21, 1955, in room 357, Senate Office Building, 
Senator John L. McClellan (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senator John L. McClellan, Democrat, Arkansas; Senator 
Henry M. Jackson, Democrat, Washington; Senator Stuart Syming- 
ton, Democrat, Missouri; Senator Karl E. Mundt, Republican, South 
Dakota; Senator George H. Bender, Republican, Ohio. 

Also present: Paul J. Tierney, acting chief counsel; La Verne J. 
Duffy, investigator; J. Fred McClerkin, legal research analyst; Ruth 
Y. Watt, chief clerk. 

(Members present at the convening of the session were: The chair- 
man and Senator Bender.) 

The CuarrmMan. The committee will come to order. 

The committee is convened to resume the hearings in the grain bin 
problem that it has been considering. ‘The first witness is Mr. Wendell 
Becraft. 

Will you come forward, please? 

Will you be sworn, please, sir? You do solemnly swear that the 
evidence you shall give before this Senate Investigating Subcommittee 
shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help 
you God? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 


TESTIMONY OF WENDELL BECRAFT 


The CuarrmMan. Will you state your name and place of residence 
for the record? 
Mr. Becrarr. Wendell Becraft. I live at 819 Kearney, Manhattan, 

ans. 

The CH#arrman. In what business are you engaged, Mr. Becraft, 
or what is your profession? 

Mr. Becrart. I am employed by the United States Department 
of Agriculture. 

The Cuarrman. In what capacity? What position? 

Mr. Becrartr. State administrative officer of Kansas State, ASC 
office in Manhattan, Kans. 

The CuarrMan. Your jurisdiction and responsibility covers the 
State of Kansas? 

Mr, Becrarr. That is right, sir. 
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The CuarrMANn. How long have you been so employed? 

Mr. Becrart. In that position since September of last year. Prior 
to that time, I had been chairman of the State ASC committee in 
Kansas. 

The CuarrMaNn. Briefly, what are your present duties? 

Mr. Bzcrarr. I am responsible, under the direction of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, and in line with policies established by the 
State ASC committee, to administer the various farm programs in the 
State of Kansas. 

The CuarrMan. In that connection, do you have any responsibility 
i. connection with the purchase or erection, or use, of grain storage 

»ins? 

Mr. Becrarr. With letting of contracts, on the erection, and the 
maintenance of the grain and the bin structures in the State of Kansas. 
Not with the purchase. 

The Cuarrman. You have nothing to do with the purchase, but 
after they are purchased, it is your responsibility to supervise their 
erection, their maintenance, and their use? 

Mr. Becrarr. That is right, sir. 

The Cuarrman. All right, Mr. Duffy, you may proceed. 

Mr. Durry. Mr. Becraft, on the 23d of June, I was in Manhattan, 
Kans., is that correct? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. And I furnished you with a report submitted by Mr. 
Marx A. Gibson, the inspector director of the Kansas City office; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes; sir. 

Mr. Durry. I asked you to make a check of the particular bin 
sites on that report; is that correct? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMaNn. Let us identify the report. Whose report is it? 
What report is it? 

Mr. Becrarr. This is a report headed “Information regarding 
B.S. & B. bins for Kansas.” A copy of it, I believe, your counsel has, 
and this summary that was submitted to your counsel includes 
information concerning bins and inspections made by our county 
people, and at the request of counsel, Mr. Earl Chapman, who is 
the State supervisor, and I inspected a number of these bins. 

The CuarrMan. The report is from whom to whom? Let us 
identify it. 

Mr. Becrart. It is directed to your committee, sir, and signed 
by me. 

"The Cuarrman. You made this? This is a report that you made 
to this committee? 

Mr. Becrarr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Durry. The basis for this report, is if not true, was an initial 
report by Mr. Gibson? He visited these sites himself between June 
ll and 12. I submitted this report to you to get the latest condition 
of these bins in Kansas, is that correct? 

Mr. Becrart. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuarrman. You had a previous report from whom? 

Mr. Becrarr. From our county inspectors. 

Mr. Durry. Now, Mr. Becraft; Mr. Gibson in Kansas City, the 
inspector, initially submitted a report, as to the condition of these 
bins, on 17 sites, 428 bins. 
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Mr. Becrarr. That is right, sir. 

The CHatRMAN. Who is Mr. Gibson? 

Mr. Becrart. I understand Mr. Gibson is the Navy inspector, sir, 

The CuarrMAN. Mr. Gibson is the Navy inspector? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. And he had made a report to whom? 

Mr. Durry. He made a report to this subcommittee, Mr. Chairman, 
and I made it available to Mr. Becraft when I was in Kansas for him 
to make an appraisal of the condition of these bins as of July. 

(At this point, Senator Jackson entered the hearing room.) 

The CuHarrRMAN. Let us get the record straight. The Navy in- 
spector made a report to this committee dated as of what time? 

Mr. Durry. June 11 and 12, Mr. Gibson of the Kansas City office 
made an inspection of 428 bins on 17 sites in the State of Kansas. 

The CuarrmMan. What date? 

Mr. Durry. June 11 and 12. 

The CuarrMan. You gave that report to Mr. Becraft for further 
check? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. All right, proceed from there. 

Mr. Durry. Between March 1 and April 10, the county committees 
reported 168 of these particular bins bulging or squashing in the side 
walls; is that correct? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. In my request of June 23, I asked you to go out and 
check the current condition of these bins; is that correct? 

Mr. Brecrart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. And you proceeded to inspect these bins from July 1 
to July 12? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. And you found an additional 168 of these bins had 
squashed and buckled on the side walls; is that correct? 

Mr. Becrarr. We found that 336 

Mr. Durry. If you double 168, you get a total of 336, or a total 
of 428 bins where there was buckling and squashing of the side walls; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Becrart. 338 of the 428 on the sites inspected. 

Mr. Durry. How many of those bins were full or contained grain? 

Mr. Becrarr. 396 of the bins contained grain; 366 of them were 
full, and 30 were partially filled. 

The Cuatrman. Do you have before you a copy of the report of 
the naval inspector? 

Mr. Becrart. I do not have it before me, sir. 

The CaatrMan. Do we have it? 

Mr. Durry. Yes. 

The CuarrmMan. I would like to get it into the record at this point. 

The Chair hands you this document and asks you if you identify 
it as a copy of the naval inspector’s report that was referred to you. 

(Document handed to witness.) 

Mr. Becrart. Sir, I have not seen the complete report, but these 
are the sites that were given to me. 

The Cuarrman. Also the figures? 

Mr. Becrarr. The figures, yes, sir. 
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1 The Cuarrman. All right. The document may be made exhibit 
No. 2. 

(Exhibit No. 2 will be found in the appendix on p. 254.) 

Did you make a report after you made the inspection? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Do you have a copy of that report? 

Mr. Becrart. I do, sir. 

The Cuarrman. We will make it exhibit No. 3 to your testimony. 
We have a copy here. 

(Exhibit No. 3 will be found in the appendix on p. 263.) 

Now that both documents have been identified for the record, 
counsel may proceed with questions with reference to the details of 
either of them. 

Mr. Durry. So we have 336 of the 396 bins that have grain in them, 
and I think we have about an 85-percent failure as far as the bins are 
concerned; is that correct? 

Mr. Becrart. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Durry. When I say failure, I mean we have the bins bulging 
and squashing on the side walls? 

Mr. Becrart. That is right, sir. 

The Cuarrman. I think it would be important since this inspection 
was made in July of this year—is that correct? 

» Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 
* The Cuarmman. I think it would be important to state when these 
bins were erected. How long have they been in use? 

Mr. Brcrarr. Those bins were erected during the months of May, 
June, and possibly the early part of July of last year, most of them by 
the last of June, sir, 1954. 

The CuarrMan. In other words, they have been in use about 1 
year? 

Mr. Becrarr. That is right, sir. 

The Caarrmay. All right. 

Mr. Durry. Did I also submit to you, Mr. Becraft, on your last 
visit to Washington, an additional number of sites in Kansas to 
inspect? 

Mr. Becrarr. You did, sir. 

Mr. Durry. The basis for that request was another inspection of 
the Kansas City sites by Mr. Gibson; is that correct? — 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarman. In other words, now, you have a report from Mr. 
Gibson on some other sites? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes,sir. 

The CuarrmMan. And they were not included in the first report? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes. 

Mr. Durry. I did not show that report to you, but I did give the 
number of sites and the number of bins on those sites to examine; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 

The CaarrMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Durry. The county committees reported on these 913 bins. 
How many sites were involved here, Mr. Becraft? 

Mr. Becrart. Sixteen, I believe. 

Mr. Durry. Sixteen sites. 
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The CuarrMan. These are in addition to the others about which 
you have already testified? 
~ Mr. Brcrart. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. The others related to a report of the Navy inspec- 
tors, and you took that and checked that? 

Mr. Brcrart. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. You have testified now as to what you found re- 
garding those in the Navy inspector’s report? 

Mr. Brcrart. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrMan. These were other sites that counsel for the com- 
mittee suggested to you that you further inspect and investigate? 

Mr. Brcrart. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Durry. 913 bins are on the 16 sites; is that correct? 

Mr. Brecrartr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. How many bins do we have full of grain in these 913 
bins? 

Mr. Brecrarr. There are 419 bins filled with grain and 31 partially 
filled. 

Mr. Durry. So we have a total of 450 bins that had grain in them; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Brecrart. That is correct. 

Mr. Durry. The county committees reported to you from March 1 
to April 10, 185 of these bins had buckling or squashing of side walls; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Brcrart. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Durry. My request to you was in July. You proceeded on 
July 28 to the field to make an additional inspection of these particular 
bin sites; is that correct? 

Mr. Brecrart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. You didn’t have an opportunity to check all the sites, 
did you, Mr. Becraft? 

Mr. Becrarr. No. We checked the bins on six sites, with all the 
time we had. 

Mr. Durry. What did you find on those six sites? 

Mr. Becrart. There were 240 bins located on the 6 sites; 232 of 
them contained grain, and 214 of those bins were bulging or squashing. 

Mr. Durry. Does this report show a substantive larger number of 
bins scot and bulging since the county committees reported 
from March 1 to April 10? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, it does. 

The Cuarrman. When were these bins erected, these last ones? 

Mr. Brcrarr. They were erected approximately the same time as 
the others were, during the month of June and completed before the 
end of July, possibly. 

The CHatrmMan. And in use a year? 

Mr. Becrarr. That is correct. 

Mr. Durry. Would that be about a 90-percent failure on these bins? 

Mr. Becrarr. 92.2 percent is the way we computed it. 

The Cuatrman. May I ask if you made a report on the last bins 
to the committee? 

Mr. Becrarrt. Yes, sir. 

The Caatrrman. Do you have a copy of the report there? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 
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The Cuarrman. A copy of the report will be made exhibit No. 4 
to your testimony. 

(Exhibit No. 4 will be found in the appendix on p. 263.) 

The CuarrMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Durry. From your looking at these particular sites, Mr. 
Becraft, and from the additional reports from the county committees 
as to the defects in these bins, do you feel there is a progressive 
deterioration of these bins? 

Mr. Becrart. I very definitely do, sir; yes. 

Mr. Durry. I understand there are 5,100 bins in the State of 
Kansas which were manufactured by B.S. & B. in 1954; is that correct? 

Mr. Becrarr. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Durry. You feel that all of these bins that have grain in them, 
of these 5,100, will fail in the future? 

Mr. Brecrart. On the basis of the bins that I have looked at, I feel 
that every one of the 5,100 bins will eventually bulge or squash. 

The Cuarrman. What do you mean by “fail”? Do you mean that 
they are going to fail and not go through the service for which they 
were designed, or they are going to fail in the life of them, that they 
will not be serviceable as long as had been contemplated, or do you 
mean both? 

Mr. Becrarr. Well, I am quite sure that the bins will not be useful 
as long as we anticipated that they would because of the bulging and 
squashing which will result in some grain leaking from the bins. It 
will necessitate moving of the grain and probably repairing some of 
the bins. We have already moved some grain from some of the bins 
that have deteriorated. The life of them, I am not in a position to 
judge. 

The CuarrMan. What additional burden is placed upon the Federal 
Government after it has purchased and erected bins that prove to be 
defective, according to your inspection and what you found? 

Mr. Becrarr. Well, there are a number of things. In the first 
place, there is some additional difficulty as far as the ordinary main- 
tenance of the bins and some difficulty in caring for the grain because 
of the necessity for moving it from time to time because of the moisture 
that might get into it or grain that might be leaking from the bins. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, the Government is put to extra 
cost in moving the grain, in loss of grain that leaks from it, and in 
emptying the . to make repairs on them? 

Mr. Becrarr. We have had to move the grain from 17 bins now 
because of defects of the bins. 

The Cuarrman. In order to make repairs? 

Mr. Becrarr. We had to move the grain out because of the bulging 
or squashing or the leaking of grain. 

The CuarrMan. Those bins, after the grain is moved out, are they 
repaired and placed back in use? 

Mr. Brcrarr. They have not been repaired, I don’t believe, to 
date, any of them. 

The Cuarrman. Can they be repaired? 

Mr. Becrarr. I think they might be repaired; yes. 

The CuarrmMan. Would it be an expensive operation to put them 
back into condition so they can perform the service for which they 
are intended? 

Mr. Becrart. I think it might be rather expensive, sir; yes. 
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The CuarrMan. All right. 

Mr. Durry. In May 1954, Mr. Becraft, did you receive reports 
from the field as to defects in the Perfection-type bin? By the Per- 
fection-type bin, I mean the 900 bins that were furnished your State 
by the B. S. & B., which are the manufacturer’s own design bin? 

“Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. Did you notify Washington that there were defects in 
these particular structures? 

Mr. Becrart. I believe we did; yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. And Washington proceeded to put a stop order on 
payments for the 900 bins? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrmMan. By Washington, you mean the Department of 
Agriculture? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. The officials within the B. S. and B. plant proceeded 
to calk these particular structures which were defective; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. And you deemed them to be acceptable after the 
calking? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. You notified Washington, the Department of Agri- 
culture, accordingly? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. And they resumed payments on the bins? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. How were they calked; with what? 

Mr. Brecrarr. With regular calking compound that is rather a 
stiff substance that seals the cracks, supposedly, to keep the water out 
and the grain in. 

The CHarRMAN. Was that done at the Government’s expense or 
the company’s expense? 

Mr. Becrart. As I understand, sir, most of that was done at the 
company’s expense. However, I think the Government did furnish 
some calking material on a few sites. 

The CuarrmMan. How long had those bins been in use? 

Mr. Becrarr. They had been in use a very short time. Some of 
them, I don’t believe, had had any grain in them at that particular 
time. It was at the time we started taking the grain over that this 
developed. 

The CuarrMan. I am trying to follow your testimony, and I am 
trying also to expedite these hearings. o I understand that you 
had bought the manufacturer’s Perfection-type bin, that is its stock 
bin that it sells; you had bought those last year, and they proved 
defective and you reported that to the Department of Agriculture 
with the result that the company came down and calked them up, 
mostly I assume at the company’s expense, from your testimony 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 

The CHatrrMan. And are we to understand now that subsequent 
to that experience that the Department of Agriculture has ordered 
more bins from this company and had them constructed? : 

Mr. Becrart. I believe they did buy some bins last fall, yes, sir, 
from this company. 
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The CHarrmMan. Proceed. 
Mr. Durry. Can you explain to the committee why you felt these 
bins were acceptable when one could observe from visual observation 
that there were defects in the bins, from the side walls, and they were 
out of vertical to a certain degree, and buckling of the side walls? 

Mr. Becrarr. May I say this first, that there was approximately 
15 to 20 million bushels of grain that we had to take title to without 
any place to put the grain. We felt there was absolute need to get 
these bins since we thought, and I am talking about our county 
people thought, that they would hold grain. That was the reason, of 
course, that we were very much concerned about getting the bins up 
so we could take the grain from the farm. 

The Cuarrman. Do I understand from that now that you were 
conscious of the defect in these bins and realized that they were not 
up to standards, but because of the urgent necessity of taking care of 
millions of bushels of grain that was surplus in the area, you pro- 
ceeded to accept them? 

Mr. Brcrart. Sir, we knew that they were not a very good bin. 
We were not in a position to determine whether or not they met 
specifications. I am not an engineer and none of our people are 
engineers. Whether or not they meet specifications or do not meet, 
I _ “oo in @ position to testify other than they they are not a very 

ood bin. 
’ The CuatrMan. You know they do not perform the service for 
which they were intended? 

Mr. Becrart. We are certainly finding it out, sir. 

The CHarrman. You are finding it out? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. You are not an engineer. You do not know 
whether they were supplied according to specifications or not? 

Mr. Brecrart. No, sir. 

The CuarrMan. As a layman, though, you know the consequences, 
I mean the results, that follow from their erections and placing into 
service, you know that? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And that is not satisfactory? 

Mr. Becrart. That is right, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Would you say that if they were intended to per- 
form the service, that the Government has lost considerable money, 
failed to get value received by reason of the bins being of the nature 
that they are? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. I further believe that there will be con- 
tinued difficulty with those bins as long as we have them, sir. 

The Cuatrman. In other words, if they come apart like that within 
1 year’s time, it will take considerable maintenance on them to make 
any use out of them hereafter? 

{r. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

Mr. Durry. In July, I think, you received reports of defects in the 
standard bin, that is, the emseuiturel standard type of designed bin; 
is that right? 

Mr. Becrarr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Durry. And also reports of faulty fabrication and shortage of 
materials which you were made aware of; is that correct? 





GRAIN BINS—DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 69 


Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. Did you notify the Department of Agriculture in 
Washington as to that? 

Mr. Becrart. We did not notify them on those bids until late last 
fall, sir. 

Mr. Durry. Why did you not notify Washington so they could 
have put a stop order out on the remaining bins which were going to 
be furnished you under the contract? I think there were 4,400 bins 
that left the B. S. & B. plant in late July and early August. 

Mr. Becrarr. Again, I want to say we were very much in need of 
the bins. We have had some difficulty in the past with a few bins 
failing, and when we received this report, we made a report to the 
B.S. & B. Co. and were not particularly concerned at that time about 
the few showing some defects. 

Mr. Durry. Do you think with the shortage of materials, Wash- 
ington could have been notified, so they could have notified the naval 
inspectors to put them on the alert for the remaining part of these 
bins going out of the plant? 

Mr. Brecrart. I wish to say now, sir, 1 wish we had made an im- 
mediate report of it. 

Mr. Durry. The 17 contractors that put up the bins in Kansas, 
did they at some time or other in 1954 report difficulties to you about 
these structures? 

Mr. Becrarr. I will say that most of the contractors called us 
during the erection and complained about conditions, shortage of 
bolts, and particularly a shortage of bolts that were long enough. 

Mr. Durry. Did they complain there was difficulty in getting the 


bin round, grbtinng. shew, together? 


Mr. Brecrarr. There was some complaint on the difficulty of 
getting the bins up; yes. 

The Cuarrman. In their complaint, what did they complain about? 

Mr. Brcrarr. One of them was because of the weather, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Well, certainly the company is not to blame for 
the weather. 

Mr. Becrart. I understand that. 

The CuarrMan. Let us get what they complained about that might 
go to the issue here as to whether defective bins in the fabrication were 
supplied to the contractors. 

. Becrarr. They complained about not having enough bolts 
and not having long enough bolts, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. All the complaint now that they made was about 
the length of the bolts or not a sufficient quantity of bolts? 

Mr. Becrart. Primarily, sir; yes. 

ae Primarily. at secondarily did they complain 
about 

Mr: Bucrarr. As I say, the weather, and our contract provided 
that they were to have the bins erected within 30 days. Of course 
that was natural for the contractors to call us, I think, and ask for an 
extension of time, and so forth. 

The Cuatrman. So the contractors were not particularly complain- 
ing about defects in fabrication? 

r. Becrart. That is right, sir. 

The CuarrMan. They were complaining about weather conditions 

and some shortage of bolts and some bolts that were too short? 
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Mr. Becrarr. That is right, sir, at that time; yes, sir. 

The Crareman, All right. 

Mr. Durry. Did you erect 600 standard-type bins in the State of 
Kansas as late as September 1954? 

Mr. Becrarr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Durry. Why did you erect 600 bins in the State of Kansas 
from B. S. & B. when there was some question as to whether these 
bins were furnished according to specifications? 

Mr. Becrarr. Sir, we again were not aware of the apparent 
seriousness of it at that time, and we needed some additional bins to 
handle or take over corn. We were allocated an additional 600 bins. 

Mr. Durry. Did you ask advice from the Department of Agri- 
culture on this point, if you should erect these 600 bins, when there 
was some question whether they were in accordance with Government 
specifications? 

Mr. Becrarr. Not that I recall, sir. 

Mr. Durry. Do you think you should have? 

Mr. Becrart. Looking at it today, I suppose yes. At that time 
we did not think too much about it, sir. 

Mr. Durrry. You have been in this business, I understand, since 
1939. 

Mr. Becrart. I have been employed by the Department of Agri- 
culture since that time. 

Mr. Durry. Have you ever experienced such difficulty with other 
manufacturers with their bins in the past? 

Mr. Becrarr. No, sir. We have had some difficulty but nothing to 
this extent. 

Mr. Durry. Have you come to any appraisal, any particular 
conclusion as to why these bins are defective? Do you think it was 
the erectors who were at fault, or do you think it was the fabricators? 

Mr. Becrarr. Again I want to say I am not an engineer. These 
contractors, most of them that erected bins last year, had put up bins 
for us in previous years and did a very satisfactory job. It is my per- 
sonal opinion that there must be something wrong with the bin, either 
in fabrication or some other part of it. 

The Cuatrman. These contractors, then, were experienced in this 
particular line of construction? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. We have some of the contractors that have 
put up bins on the same sites that we have erected some of the B.S. & B 
bins on last year, and the old bins are still very good, and in some 
— the B.S. & B. bins are practically a total failure, that is, isolated 
pins. 

The Cuarrman. The same contractor put up the bins on the same 
site? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir, with substantially the same equipment, and 
I suppose, in some cases some of the same labor. 

The CuarrMan. In the first instance, whose bins did they erect? 
Where were they purchased? From this same company? 

Mr. Becrarr. There are various types of bins in the State. Some 
of them were dismantled in other States and shipped to Kansas and 
reerected in the State. 

The Cuarrman. What I am trying to determine is: Are those bins 
that stood up, that they had erected the year before, or longer, those 
that stood up, were they this B.S. & B. bin, or were they some other 
manufacturer? 
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Mr. Becrarr. They were not B. S. & B. bins. They were other 
company bins. 

The CuarrMAN. In other words, the other companies’ bins, erected 
bv the same contractor, stood up and were generally satisfactory? 

“Mr. Becrarr, That is right, 

The CuarrMan. Those of the B. S. & B. Co., erected by the same 
contractors, on the same site, within a year failed. 

Mr. Bucrart. Or were bulging and squashing, sir; yes. 

The CHarrMAN. Bulging and squashing. Well, that is in the 
process of failure, I believe. 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Becraft, is the difficulty in these bins in the 
design, or is it in the failure of the contractors to adhere to the specifi- 
cations? 

Mr. Becrarr. In my opinion, sir—again may I say I am not an 
engineer. I have heard some testimony by Mr. Locraft and Mr. 
Molander. It is my personal opinion that there is something wrong 
with the foundation rings, with the fabrication. 

Senator Jackson. In other words, it is a problem of the contractor? 

Mr. Becrart. It is in the fabrication, the manufacturer, yes. 

Senator Jackson. But. the overall design, do you think it is all 
right? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, the general design of the bin, I think, is all 
right. 

Senator Jackson. But the materials that go into it, and the work 
that is done by the contractor in putting the materials together in the 
form of a bin structure are defective? 

Mr. Becrarr. No, I did not mean that. The manufacturer. In 
my opinion, the difficulty is that the material did not reach the erec- 
tion contractor in a satisfactory condition. 

Senator Jackson. Then it is a defect in the material? 

Mr. Burcrart. In fabrication. 

Senator Jackson. Well, that is material. It goes into structure. 
It is fabricated material that goes into the bin. Is that it? 

(At this point Senator Mundt entered the hearing room.) 

Mr. Bucrart. I believe Mr. Locraft’s testimony, and the reason I 
call that to your attention—lI think the material does meet the speci- 
fications, that the trouble is in the fabrication. 

Senator Jackson. Well, that is a defective bit of work on the part 
of the fabricator, then. 

Mr. Becrarr. That is right, the manufacturer, in my opinion, sir. 

Senator Jackson. So there is no need to change the design. I am 
trying to pinpoint the difficulty. Is there any need to change the 
design of these bins? 

Mr. Becrarr. Insofar as I know, the general design is all right. 
Again, I am not an engineer, sir, and I am not in a position to answer 
that question. ; 

Senator Jackson. I am not an engineer, either. Do you not talk 
with the engineers? I am trying to get to some commonsense points 
here to get to the difficulty. . 

Mr. Becrarr. I have talked with some engineers, yes, sir, and | 
have heard the testimony of Mr. Locraft here. His testimony, | 
believe, was in fabrication of the bins. 
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The CuarrMan. What you are saying is that it is not the quality 
of material used in the construction of the bin or in the fabrication, 
but the fault is in the fabrication of the material itself? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir; that is what I was trying to say, sir. 

The CuatrMan. That is what you say. And, therefore, so far as 
the design and so far as the quality of material used, so far as you 
know, those are both satisfactory? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. But the good material, or the material that meas- 
ures up to standards and specifications, is so fabricated that the result 
is a defective bin when it is erected. 

Mr. Becrart. I believe that is correct, sir. 

The CHarrman. Proceed. 

Mr. Durry. On April 14 did you request certain steel structures for 
the State of Kansas to handle the grain that was going to be available 
in the harvest? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dvurry. In Washington, did the Agriculture Department 
notify you that you would have to accept some wooden structures? 

Mr. Brecrarr. They notified us in order for us to get the amount of 
storage that was going to be required we would have to take some 
wooden bins. 

Mr. Durry. Did you protest on receiving wooden structures? 

Mr. Becrarr. I don’t know how strongly we may have protested. 
But it was our preference to have the steel bins, and we would still 
prefer the steel bins. 

+ Mr. Durry. Why do you prefer the steel structures to the wooden 
ins? 

Mr. Becrarr. Ordinarily you do not have the question of mainte- 
nance on the steel structures as you do on the wooden structures. 
We think they are a more satisfactory bin. 

Mr. Durry. When you received the wooden structures, did you 
notify Washington on June 14 that there was something wrong with 
the lumber made available to you? 

Mr. Becrarr. We notified them that we thought it was very poor 
quality; yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. Did you state to me it took 3 men to carry a 1 by 4, 
16-foot piece of lumber due to the large number of knotholes in it? 

Mr. Becrarr. We were told by the people on the site, at the time 
I made the inspection, that that was so; yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. Knotholes were popping all over the place, I believe 
Mr. Chapman told me in Manhattan, Kans. Is that correct? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. Did you have specifications as to that lumber, as 
to what grade it should be? 

Mr. Becrarr. Again may I say, Mr. Chairman, that we did not 
purchase on the contract. We were in charge of erection. I am not 
sure even today just what the quality was of the lumber purchased. 
I do not know that we received the type of material or the standard 
of material that was purchased. 

The CHarrMan. Since you were to erect them—is that correct? 
‘You were to supervise the erection of them? 

Mr. Becrart. That is right, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. When you found out this lumber was not of the 
quality required to build a bin that would be substantial, what did 
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you do in your place of responsibility to inform your superiors that 
that condition had developed? 

Mr. Becrarr. We did wire the Grain Branch in Washington. 

The CuarrMan. What action did they take about it? 

Mr. Becrart. We discussed it with them by telephone subsequent 
to sending the wire. At that time, we asked to have an engineer 
sent out, sir, to see if the material met the specifications. 

Senator Jackson. Just a minute. Did you not have inspectors on 
the job? 

Mr. Brcrart. These bins were erected by the contractor who also 
furnished the material and also was erection contractor in this case. 

Senator Jackson. That does not make any difference. If you are 
doing work for the Government, you always have an inspector on the 
job to see that the materials going into the structure comply with the 
specifications. If you are putting in 2 by 4’s, it is grade 1, 2, 3, or 
what? 

Mr. Becrart. Sir, we had people that were inspecting the erection 
of the bins. We were trying to determine whether or not the bin 
would hold grain or-not. Again, we are not engineers, none of us. 

Senator Jackson. I do not care. I am tired about hearing you are 
not an engineer. I hope just because you are not an engineer, you 
might have a little commonsense. That is helpful sometimes, if 
you have a little commonsense. What I want to know is this: Did 
you have anyone on the job that was inspecting the material going 
into these bins so that they complied with the Government specifica- 
tions? You do not have to be an engineer to know that. I worked 
in a lumber mill, and I think you can find out the grade of lumber 
without having a degree in engineering. 

Mr. Becrart. Sir, we had inspectors on there. We felt the material 
was poor. 

Senator Jackson. You had inspectors? 

Mr. Becrarr. We had our local people who are inspectors on 
erection. 

Senator Jackson. And did they have sufficient sense to know the 
kind of material that was going in and whether it complied with 
specifications? 

Mr. Becrarr. I am sure they realized that there was very poor 
lumber or they would not have made a report to us, and we would 
not have made a report. 

Senator Jackson. Did they report that it failed to comply with the 
specifications? 

Mr. Brecrarr. They reported that the material was very poor, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Pardon me? 

Mr. Brcrarr. They reported that the material was very poor, the 
lumber was full of knotholes. 

Senator Jackson. Then it did not comply with the specifications. 
I do not suppose the specifications insisted on poor lumber. 

Mr. Becrart. I am sure it did not. 

Senator Jackson. Were these people Government inspectors? 

Mr. Becrarr. They were people employed by the county ASC 
committees. 

Senator Jackson. And they were employed by the local committee? 

Mr. Becrarr. Generally they are farm people who have had some 
experience with the erection and supervision of grains and the bins. 
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Senator Jackson. Do you know whether they looked at the speci- 
fications and then checked it with the material going into the bins? 

Mr. Becrart. I am sure, sir, that they looked at the material, 
and I am also sure that they tried to determine whether or not it met 
specifications. I am quite sure they determined it did not meet the 
specifications, in their opinion, and that was the reason they reported 
it. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Becraft, did you see this lumber yourself? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Can you say from your own personal knowledgs 
and firsthand information that it was defective? 

Mr. Becrart. It was very poor lumber, sir. 

Senator Munpt. Was it defective? Was it full of knotholes? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. It was full of knotholes ard very poor 
lumber. 

Senator Munot. Lumber that was full of knotholes, was that sup- 
posed to be a part of the exterior of a grain bin to hold grain? 

Mr. Becrarr. That is right, sir. 

Senator Munpt. Obviously, lumber full of knotholes could not hold 
grain, could it? 

Mr. Brcrarr. There isn’t any question about that, sir. 

Senator Munpt. When you discovered that, and it was brought to 
your attention, you had firsthand information and you sent a wire to 
Washington calling attention to the fact that the lumber was defective, 
right? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Will you read it into the record? 

Senator Jackson. I might say, I would not blame this all on knot- 
holes. I think there are some ‘‘knotheaas’’ in it, too, 

Mr. Becrarr. This wire was sent to Marvin McLain, Director of 
the Grain Division, Washinzton, on June 14, 1954. 

We have reports from Rice, Rawlins, and Sheridan Counties that lumber in 
bins received from Lloyd R. Reeve very poor quality. Lumber contains many 
knotholes which will necessitate patching with tin or other material before filling 
with grain. 

That was signed by myself as chairman of the State ASC committee 
in Kansas. 

Senator Munpr. All right. What happened next? Did you get a 
wire back? 

Mr. Becrartr. No; we received a telephone call. 

Senator Munpt. From Mr. McLain? 

Mr. Brecrarr. From some of the people in the Grain Branch. 

Senator Munpt. Do you know who? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes. Mr. Cummings, Al Cummings. 

Senator Munpr. Did he talk to you? 

Mr. Becrarr. He talked to me and also to Mr. Chapman, who is, 
as I mentioned before, in charge of the bin program in Kansas. 

Senator Munpt. What did Mr. Cummings say to you? 

Mr. Becrart. He said there was not an engineer available to come 
out and make an inspection, and asked that Mr. Chapman and I go 
out to inspect the bins to determine acceptance of them. 

Senator Munpr. Did you do that? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Did you find them acceptable or unacceptable? 

Mr. Becrarr. They were unacceptable at the time we got there. 
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Senator Munpt. What did you do next? 

Mr. Brecrart. We talked to the manufacturer who was there, Mr. 
Reeve, and told him it would be necessary to patch the numerous 
knotholes, if we were to accept them, that they would not be accep- 
table as they were. 

Senator Munpt. Did he patch them? 

Mr. Brecrarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Were they acceptable? 

Mr. Becrarr. We were quite sure they would hold grain. They 
are holding grain, sir. 

Senator Munpt. After he patched them, you as a representative 
of the Department of Agriculture accepted them. 

Mr. Becrart. On the basis that they would hold grain, sir, but. 
not on the basis that they ever met specifications. 

Senator Munpt. The theory was that you were building the grain 
bins to hold grain? 

Mr. Becrarr. That is right, sir. 

Senator Munprt. So you inspected them and said, ‘They are O. K. 
to hold grain,” and you now testify that they did hold grain? 

Mr. Becrart. That is right, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Did the defective lumber in any other way work 
any injury to the interest of the Government? 

Mr. Brcrarr. It slowed down—may I say it this way, sir, that 
because of this defective material reported to us, and we in turn to 
Washington, there was a delay in the erection of the bins, and it was 
probably 30 days longer in the erection process and determining 
whether or not to accept them than it should have been. 

Senator Munpt. What losses, if any, ensued from that 30-day 
delay? 

Mr. Brecrarr. It was necessary that we ask for some additional 
bins. 

Senator Munpr. You had to have additional bins? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir, on one site. 

Senator Munpr. Why would that be true? 

Mr. Brcrarr. Because we felt that we needed some additional 
bins to take care of the grain from the farm, and we were not certain 
that we could ever accept these wooden bins at that time. 

Senator Munpr. But you did accept them? 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir, after the tin patches. 

Senator Munpr. Did you build more bins than you needed other- 
wise? Did you have some empty bins? 

Mr. Brcrarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. How many extra bins? 

Mr. Brcrarr. There were about 45 additional steel bins that were 
erected on 1 of these sites. 

Senator Munpt. Steel bins? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. When you were talking with the chairman earlier 
about the material being satisfactory, but the fabrication being bad, 
were you talking about the steel bins or these wooden bins? 

Mr. Becrart. I was talking about the steel bins before. These 
last 45 bins I am talking about are not B. S. and B. bins; however. 
They are from another company. 
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Senator Munpr. So that your first statement dealt with the steel 
bins, where the material was O. K. but the fabrication was poor, and 
in this case just the opposite was true, the material was poor but the 
fabrication ultimately was satisfactory because you patched it up; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Becrarr. May I say first that the steel bins I was talking 
about were bins with the B. S. & B. Co., and then the wood bins, and 
the 45 that I mentioned just now were manufactured by a different 
company. They are steel bins manufactured by a different company 
than B.S. & B. 

The Cuarrman. Before we leave these wooden bins that you 
finally accepted, you said you accepted them on the basis that after 
they were patched, thev would hold grain. 

Mr. Becrarr. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Are those bins, because of the defective lumber, 
although patched to where they would hold grain, such after being 
patched as to provide the life of usage that the bins would provide 
if the lumber had been of the quality it should have been for that kind 
of construction? 

Mr. Becrarr. I believe, sir, if there had been better material, that 
the life of the bin would be longer. 

The CuarrmMan. You think the Government has also suffered loss 
in the wooden bins by reason of the fact that the lumber is defective 
and not up to standard requirements for bins of that character, that 
the life of the bin will not be so long, and the Government, therefore, 
will again suffer loss? 

Mr. Brecrart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benner. Mr. Becraft, are you aware of any additional bins 
being built since your complaint, comparable to the bins you com- 
plained about? 

Mr. Becrarr. Do you mean this year, sir? 

Senator BenprEr. Since the time you sent the telegram. 

Mr. Brcrarr. I do understand that the Department is presently 
engaged in the purchase of some additional bins. There were some—— 

Senator BenpeR. Do you know of any additional bins that have 
been constructed comparable to those that you inspected and that 
you complained of? 

Mr. Becrarr. Not that I know of since last year, sir. 

Senator Benprer. There have not been since that time? 

Mr. Becrart. Not to my knowledge, sir. 

Senator Benprer. You are sure about that? 

Mr. Brecrarr. Not to my knowledge, sir. We have not erected 
any in Kansas since these bins last fall. 

Senator Benner. How much do we stand to lose as a result of these 
defective bins? 

meri Bercrart. I don’t know, sir. I am sorry; I don’t believe I 
co 

Senator Benper. Per bin, have you any knowledge as to the loss, 
not only in the bin but to the grain stored in these bins? 

Mr. Becrarr. From a grain standpoint, sir, we have lost very little 
grain out of these bins or any other bins. It has necessitated the 
moving of grain, which is an additional expense. It depends on what 
is required to repair these bins as to the cost of it. 

Sanetor Benver. Does not this provide for more rapid deteriora- 
tion? 
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Mr. Brecrart. I am quite sure, sir; that is right. 

Senator BenpEeR. But you have no record to indicate how much the 
loss per bin is to the taxpayers? 

Mr. Brecrart. No; I don’t believe I could answer that. I will say 
this, that on every B.S. and B. bin that has failed, and we have moved 
the grain, we have carefully documented our costs in moving the grain. 
I do not have that with me, but it is documented, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Becraft, you were actually the inspector in 
charge after you had sent in the wire and received the telephone call 
back from Mr. McLain’s office? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. And it was your decision that accepted the bins 
after they had done this patching? 

Mr. Buecrart. Yes, sir; on the basis that they would hold grain, sir. 

(At this point, Senator Jackson withdrew from the hearing room.) 

Senator Munpt. Would you tell the committee why you accepted 
bins which you now tell us were inferior and which would bring about 
a loss to the Government? 

Mr. Brecrartr. May I say this, sir, again, that we were responsible 
to the farmers of Kansas in providing space for the grain that was 
under loan and purchase of grain. Had we not put it in the bin, the 
only place I would have known to put it would have been on the 
ground. We felt that the bins would hold grain after they were 
patched with tin, and in some cases board strips on the cracks, and 
they are still holding grain today. I still could not know whether or 
not the material meets the specifications. 

Senator Munpr. In response to an earlier question by the chairman, 
you said that you felt the acceptance of these bins would result in a 
subsequent loss to the Government because you did not think they 
would hold grain as long as they would have held it had the wood been 
better. 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Senator Munpt. Then why did you accept the bins if they were in 
that shape? 

Mr. Brecrart. We accepted them on the basis, sir, that we needed 
the space, and we thought they would hold grain. That was the only 
condition. 

Senator Munprt. How did you accept them? With a written re- 
port, or did you call up somebody and accept them verbally? How 
did you inspect them? 

(At this point, Senator McClellan withdrew from the hearing room.) 

Mr. Becrart. I personally made an inspection of some of the bins, 
and met with the manufacturer, met with the county representatives, 
and told them, told the county people, what we agreed to, that if they 
were properly patched they could hold grain, and, therefore, they 
would be accepted. 

Senator Munprt (presiding). Did you put anything in writing in the 
form of an acceptance report? 

Mr. Becrart. I believe we did, sir. 

Senator Munprt. Would you read into the record at this point what 
you said? 

Mr. Becrarr. I am not sure that I have a copy of that with me, sir. 
(Members present at this point: Senators Mundt and Bender.) 
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Mr. Becrarr. Here is a memorandum dated September 20, 1954, 
directed to Marvin McLain, signed by Earl W. Chapman, who, again, 
is in charge of the bin program in the State. It says: 


Due to the fact that the Reeve Co. went ahead and completed erection of all 
the wooden structures in Sheridan, Rawlins, and Cheyenne Counties, in accord- 
ance with our agreement with Mr. Reeve, after contacting him at the bin sites 
during construction work, and also due to the fact that we have secured 5-year 
maintenance bonds covering all of the concrete bases which did not meet specifi- 
cations, we have accepted all of the structures and paid the erection costs. Mr. 
Reeve did not erect the bins in Rice County. However, he did send a repre- 
sentative of this firm to Rice County and had the extra work done to the bins in 
line with our request. It was necessary that we secure a 5-year maintenance 
bond for eight of the concrete bases in the Rice County bins because the con- 
crete did not meet specifications. The M. N. English Construction Co. of Hut- 
chison, Kans., was the contractor who erected the bins in Rice County. The 
contract price for erecting the bins in Rice County was $700 per bin. We secured 
a 5-year maintenance bond in the amount of $2,800. The contract price for 
erecting the bins in Rawlins County was $724.25 per bin. As the concrete bases 
were not up to specifications in 49 of these bins, we demanded and secured a 5- 
year indemnity bond of $17,744.37... The erection price for the 24 bins erected at 
Wheeler in Cheyenne County was the same. The concrete in 166 of these bins 
was not up to the specifications, Therefore, we secured a 5-year indemnity bond 
in the amount of $5,794 from Mr. Reeve. In regard to the 22 bins erected in 
Selden, in Sheridan County, the contract price was the same, $724.25 per bin. The 
concrete in none of these bins met the required specifications. Therefore, we re- 
quired a maintenance bond of $7,966.86. These bonds are on file in this office. 

If you need any further information regarding this matter, please let us know, 


That is signed by Earl W. Chapman. 

Senator Munptr. Why did you get an indemnity bond for 5 years? 
Was that the normal life expectancy of the wooden bin? 

(At this point, Senator McClellan entered the hearing room.) 

Mr. Becrarr. We discussed that with the Grain Branch, and I 
believe it was their recommendation that we have the 5-year mainte- 
nance bonds. I am not sure. 

Senator Munpr. You do not know how long the bins would be 
useful, whether it is 5 years, 10 years, or 3 years? 

Mr. Bucrart. I think I might comment on that a little bit, that 
we have some wooden bins that have been in use for a good many 
years that are still in use, with continued maintenance on them, of 
course. 

Senator Munpr. I was curious as to how you arrived at the 5-year 
figure. You had that in an indemnity bond, and I wonder why you 
made it 5 years instead of some other term. 

Mr. Becrart. I believe that was the term of years suggested by 
the representative of the Grain Branch. Iam not sure on that. 

Senator Munpr. So, actually, then, in your report to the Grain 
Branch as an inspector, I see nothing there to indicate any deficiency 
in. quality except as it applies to the concrete foundation. It would 
seem to me that if 5 years was considered by them or by you to be 
the normal length of time that you expected the grain bin to be use- 
ful, you have pretty well protected the Government interests by 
getting that indemnity bond. But if there was a mistake made, the 

mistake must have been that 5 years was not a long enough time. 
If it is not a long enough time, I am not aware of how long a grain 
bin is supposed to stand up in Kansas climate. 

Mr. Bucrarr. I think they will stand up longer than 5 years, sir. 
But I believe with the 5 years on the concrete, at that time if it has 
not deteriorated seriously then it is probably good for another 5 
years or so. 
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Senator Munpt. You read this inspection report to us. I just 
heard it read. You are more familiar with what is in it than I am. 
Do you recall anything in that inspection report to the Grain Branch 
Division in Washington whereby you O. K.’d these bins where it 
refers to defective lumber? 

Mr. Becrarr. Not at this period; no, sir. In this memorandum, I 
believe we said that we accepted the wood bins and we also made 
reference to the concrete bases, with the 5-year maintenance on them. 

Senator Munpr. You were certainly trying to give an honest, fair, 
and faithful report to Washington when you signed that inspection 
report, were you not? 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 

(At this point, Senator Symington entered the hearing room.) 

Senator Munpr. So in your opinion at that time, there was nothing 
in the nature of the wood as repaired which was going to bring about 
a loss to the Government, I take it, because you would not wilfully 
have been a party to deceiving the Government? 

Mr. Brecrart. No, sir. Insofar as we knew at that time, we 
thought after the patching was performed, it would hold grain; yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. And now, some time later, you answer the chair- 
man’s question by saying you think your judgment was wrong in 
that, and that it is not going to hold grain as long as it would otherwise? 

Mr. Becrart. I don’t think it would hold grain as long as if it had 
been better material. I believe the life of the lumber and the bin 
would be longer if we had better material, lumber, in the bin. 

Senator Munpt. Had your foresight been as good as your hind- 
sight and you had included that in your report to the Grain Inspection 
Division in Washington, do you not think the Grain Inspection might 
have been able to get an adjusted price from the contractor as a 
consequence of that report? 

Mr. Becrartr, We did report, sir, the condition of the lumber in 
the report. 

Senator Munort. That is right, but in your report of acceptance 
you mentioned that they had made some repairs, or plugged up some 
holes, or had done something. 

Mr. Becrart. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munprt. So on the basis of that report, which is all Wash- 
ington had to go on, do you not feel that if you had called attention 
in that report to the effect that despite the fact that these repairs had 
been made, and in addition to the indemnity bonds for the concrete 
you felt the lumber was not up to standard, it would have given them 
a tool with which to go back to the man who sold the lumber and get 
an adjusted price? 

Mr. Brecrarr. Maybe we were at fault, sir, by not following up on 
that point. But we did report it. We discussed it with people in the 
Grain Branch by telephone. I am quite sure they were aware of our 
concern about the type of lumber. 

Senator Munpt. They were certainly aware of it at the time they 
appointed you as an inspector. That was the reason they did that, 
because of your telephone call and your telegram. But they would 
have to go, I presume, on the basis of the judgment of the inspector 
who saw the grain bin, and who saw the construction, and your 
written report which said nothing about the fact that the defective 
lumber might result in a loss to the Government, that it might result 
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in a short-lived bin, or that the finished product as repaired was 
substandard. 

Mr. Brcrart. I admit, sir, that we probably should have brought 
that point out, maybe stronger, in the memorandum that Mr. Chap- 
man sent in that I read a few minutes ago. But I am quite sure that 
the Grain Branch was aware of the difficulty, or at least in our opinion, 
that the lumber was poor. 

Mr. Durry. Mr. Becraft, is it not true that Mr. Molander testified 
on this point that he went out to Colorado and found that this lumber 
was grade 3 and 4 and it should have been grade 1? 

Mr. Brcrarr. I understand that is right; yes. 

Mr. Durry. His findings as to Colorado were passed on to Wash- 
ington. Why were they not passed on to Kansas? 

Mr. Becrart. I am not sure, sir, why we did not get the informa- 
tion at this time. I think later on we did get a report that was sent 
out from Washington about the questionable condition of the lumber, 
but I believe that was after we had reported it. 

Mr. Durry. Mr. Molander also testified that he made certain 
recommendations as to remedying the situation in Colorado which 
were not followed. Do you think that the Department of Agriculture 
should have passed on those recommendations to the field, these other 
States that received Reeve’s lumber in 1954? 

Mr. Becrart. We discussed the manner in which we proposed to 
patch the bins with representatives of the Grain Branch. 

Mr. Durry. Did not the Government pay for grade 1 lumber 
and in effect it received grade 3 and 4? 

Mr. Becrarr. It looks like they probably got grade 3 and 4 
lumber. Again, I am not a technician. I hesitate to say definitely. 

Mr. Durry. When you request an engineer from Washington to 
come out and inspect this lumber, do you not think Washington 
should have protected itself and sent an engineer out to check the 
grade of lumber? 

Mr. Becrarrt. I don’t know the conditions of the Grain Branch. 
We were told they did not have one available. I don’t believe I 
can answer that. 

Mr. Durry. If the Department of Agriculture pays for grade 1 
lumber and gets grade 3 and 4, do you not think an engineer should 
have been made available to the field to determine the grade of 
lumber? 

Mr. Becrarr. We asked for one and would have liked to have had 
one. . 

Mr. Durry. If this grade of lumber had been the type of lumber 
that the Government paid for, do you think these 45 additional steel 
structures which were orate Kansas would have been necessary? 

Mr. Bzcrart. I don’t believe we would have received them; no. 

Mr. Durry. In other words, these 45 steel grain bins furnished 
Kansas to handle the particular grain that was supposed to be put 
into the Reeve’s bins would not have been waniuent? 

Mr. Bucrart. That is right. 

Mr. Durry. They would not have been requested if the lumber had 
been in accordance with the specifications, is that correct? 

Mr, Brcrart. I believe that is right, because I think the wooden 
bins would have been erected in time that we could have used those, 
and there would be no question about acceptance and we would not 
have had the 45 steel bins. 
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Mr. Durry. Do you know the approximate cost of the 45 metal 
structures that you were furnished? 

Mr. Becrarr. I am not sure. I understood they were approxi- 
mately the same cost per bushel that the steel bins were. 

Mr. Durry. Do they happen to run around $45,000, do you know? 

Mr. Becrart. I don’t believe I could answer that. 

Mr. Durry. Well, we can get that. 

Mr. Becrart. I don’t know what the costs are. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Duffy, I would like to inquire whether we 
have scheduled Mr. Wingate Underhill as a witness. He is the gentle- 
man who comes from the Department of Agriculture, and he should 
have a lot of information. 

Mr. Durry. We did not plan to call Mr. Underhill, Senator. 

Senator Munpr. He would be a very pertinent witness, it seems to 
me, and he could check on all of these things going into the record. 

Mr. Durry. I think Mr. McLain of the Grain Division will be 
called, to follow this lumber situation. 

(At this point Senator Symington withdrew from the hearing room.) 

Senator Munpr. It seems to me that the man protecting the 
interests of the Government would be the General Counsel, and 
certainly he should be called to explain some of these legal phases 
and some of the implications of the reports we have been discussing 
here. 

The CHAarRMAN. He may be called at the proper time. We are 
just plowing along here to get the information. 

Senator Munpr. I did not mean immediately; I meant before we 
conclude the hearing. I think Mr. Underhill should certainly be a 
witness. 

The CHarrMan. We have to get certain evidence and then evaluate 
that and determine what else may be needed or what else should be 
inquired into. We will try to cover all aspects of it before we close. 

Are there any other questions? 

If those are all the questions, thank you, Mr. Becraft. You may 
stand aside. 

Mr, Christiansen, will you come forward, please, sir? Will you be 
sworn? 

You do solemnly swear that the evidence you shall give before this 
Senate investigating subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF C, G. CHRISTIANSEN 


The Cuarrman. Mr. Christiansen, state your name and place of 
residence for the record. 

Mr. Curisti1ansen. C. G. Christiansen, 3415 38th Street NW., 
Washington 16, D. C. 

The Cuarrman. What is your profession or what official position 
do you hold? 

Mr. CuristiANsEeNn. Mr. Chairman, I have prepared 

The CuarrMan. I understand you have, but I want to ask you 
these preliminary questions. You may hold that and we will proceed 
with it in a moment. 

What is your position? 
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Mr. CuristiANsEN. I am employed in the Office of Naval Material. 

The Cuarrman. Office of Navy Material? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. Naval Material. I am the technical adviser 
to the head of the Inspection Branch in the Office of Naval Material. 

The Cuarrman. How long have you been so employed? 

Mr. CuristTiANsEeN. In this particular position, I have been em- 
ployed since August 1950. 

The CuarrMan. What are your duties in this position? 

Mr. CuristTIANSEN. Briefly, my duties are to advise the head of 
the Inspection Branch on technical matters as they apply to procure- 
ment inspection. 

The CuarrMan. Are you one of the procurement inspectors of the 
Navy? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. No, sir; I am not. 

The CuarrMan. Well, are you a consultant in that capacity? 

Mr. CuristiANsEN. I have been consulted in that capacity. 

The CuarrMan. I am trying to find out exactly what your duties 
are. Can you tell me? What duties would you have with relation 
to the Government buying and erecting grain bins? What duties 
do you have to perform in that connection? 

Mr. CuristTIANsEN. Any technical problems that might be brought 
to my attention 1 would take the necessary action to transmit that 
information to the contracting authority for resolution. 

The CHarrman. What do you mean technical matters? They 
might be legal technicalities, or they might be engineering tech- 
nicalities, or some other kind of technicalities? 

Mr. CuristTiANsEeN. As they apply to inspection information, 
information required to perform the inspection. 

The Cuarrman. Well, I will declare, if you are not confusing me, 
I thought an inspector was an inspector. I do not know where your 
position is, whether you are an inspector or not. 

Mr. CuristiAnseNn. I do not actually inspect material. 

The CHarrman. What do you actually do? You take the in- 
spector’s report and evaluate it and report it on higher? 

Mr. CuristiAnsEN. No, I do not, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Tell me. I am having trouble. Maybe it is I, 
sir, but let us get it straightened out. 

I am trying to find out what you do, what your responsibilities are 
in connection with these grain bins. 

Can you tell me? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. My responsibilities in connection with these 
grain bins have been in more or less of a factfinding mission. I was 
contacted—I was the individual contacted in connection with this 
grain-bin problem. 

The Cuatrman. As a factfinder? 

Mr. CuristiANsEN. That has been my mission; yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. How do you find out facts? Do you make inspec- 
tions yourself, or send somebody else out to make the inspection and 
get the facts? 

Mr. CuristIANnsen. I send somebody else to get the facts. 

Fr The Cuarrman. You, then, supervise the inspection by sending out 
the inspectors to get the facts and reporting to you? 

Mr. CuarisTIANSEN. It is an indirect supervision; yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. I am trying to get some sense out of this. 
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Senator BenpgerR. Who is the boss in your department? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. In my department? 

Senator Benper. Yes. 

Mr. CuristiANsen. Admiral Royer is the Chief of Naval Materiel. 

Senator Benprr. And you are second in command? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. No, sir, I am not. 

Senator Benner. How far down the ladder are you? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. At the time that I became concerned with this, 
I was the assistant branch head of the Inspection Branch. 

Senator Munptr. Maybe we can approach this problem this way. 

I am like the chairman. Frankly, I do not understand your 
function. I would like to find this out: How did you happen to get 
nominated as a factfinder? Did you volunteer for the job? Did you 
get appointed by the admiral, or were you appointed by some member 
of our staff, or how did you get to be the factfinder? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. I was not nominated by anyone. I received 
telephone calls and volunteered to—— 

Senator Munpt. Let us go back. You received a telephone call 
from whom? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. I received the first telephone call from a repre- 
sentative of the Department of Agriculture here in Washington. ‘The 
second telephone call I received was from Mr. Duffy. 

Senator Munpt. Why did they call you instead of somebody else 
down there? 

Mr. CuristiansEN. I don’t know why Mr. Duffy called me. 

Senator Munpt. Why did the Department of Agriculture call you? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. The Department of Agriculture called because 
they felt—I presume because they felt that we were in the Inspection 
Branch and that we would be in a position to help them in the particu- 
lar problem that they had at hand. 

Senator Munpr. | understand that, but it is a great big Navy. 
Why did they call Mr. Christiansen if they wanted to find help? 

Mr. CuristTIANSEN. At that time I was acting head of the Inspec- 
tion Branch. 

Senator Munpr. That is what I was trying to find out. 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. I am sorry. 

The Cuarrman. All right. Let us see if we make any way by you 
reading your statement. 

Senator Benper. First, how long have you been employed by the 
United States Government? 

Mr. CurIsTIANSEN. Since September 1935 I have been with the 
Naval Inspection Service. 

Senator Benper. What was your first job? 

Mr. CurisTIANsSEN. As a naval inspector 

Senator Benprer. How did you get your job? 

Mr. Curist1ANsen. By applying in the usual manner, filling out 
the necessary applications, and so forth. 

Senator Benper. Civil-service applications? 

Mr. CuristTIANsEN. Civil-service applications. 

Senator Benner. You took an examination? 

Mr. CuristiANsEN. It was an unassembled examination. 

Senator Benper. How did you happen to take an unassembled 
examination? 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. Well, that was the practice at that time. 
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Senator Benprer. Who sponsored you? 

Mr. CuristTiANsEeNn. No one in particular sponsored me. I applied. 
There was an announcement, and I filed an application in accordance 
with instructions that were in the announcement. 

Senator Benprer. You got an announcement that such jobs were 
available? 

Mr. CuristiaAnsen. Well, the announcements are posted in the 
post offices. 

Senator Benprer. And you read one of those announcements? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. What were you doing at the time? 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. I was working for private industry at the time. 

Senator Munpt. Where? For whom? 

Mr. CuristrAnsen. In Philadelphia. 

Senator Munpr. In what line? 

Mr. CuristranseENn. In the structural engineering field. 

Senator Benprer. What field is that? What specific job did you 
have? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. I was engaged in making structural steel detail 
drawings for shop fabrication purposes. 

Senator Benprer. By whom were you employed? 

Mr. CuristTiANsEeNn. At that time I was employed by the Widdi- 
combe Engineering Co. 

Senator Benper. How long did you have that job? 

Mr. CuristIANsEeNn. I don’t recall offhand, sir. I do not have that 
information. 

Senator Benner. Was it a year, 6 months, 2 years, 10 years? 

Mr. CuristiAnsENn. I worked for them 3 or 4 times, sir. 

Senator Benner. How long was your tenure the last time, approxi- 
mately? 

Mr. CuristiAnsen. I would estimate probably 2 or 3 years. 

Senator Benper. 2 or 3 years? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Do they make grain bins? 

Mr. CuristiAnsEen. No, sir. They specialized in office buildings, 
mill buildings, and structural steel work for bridges. 

Senator Benner. What education did you have? 

Mr. CuristIANsEN. I am a graduate engineer. 

Senator Brenprer. What school? 

P Mr. CuristiANsEN. Drexel Institute, Philadelphia. 

Senator Benner. What kind of engineering? 

F Mr. Curistiansen. Structural engineer. I completed the struc- 
tural engineering course and a postgraduate course of reinforced con- 
crete construction. 

Senator Benper. You got a job in this department in 1935? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benprr. And you have been there ever since? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The Carman. All right. Proceed with your statement, please. 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, my name is C. G. Christiansen. In appearing 
before you today, I should like to state at the outset that the views 
which I represent are my own rather than views officially adopted by 
the Navy. 
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The CHarrMANn. May I ask you why do you make that statement? 
Mr. CurisTIANSEN. I have not been nominated by anyone in the 
Navy to represent the Navy in this particular hearing. I have been 
in telephone conversation with Mr. Duffy. I had been asked if I 
would appear. 

The CuarrMan. Then you are not appearing as a representative of 
the Navy? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The CHarRMAN. You are appearing as a witness at the request of 
the committee to give it such information as you may have on the 
subject matter of inquiry? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benner. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Christiansen, who would represent the Navy? Is any repre- 
sentative of the Navy here who is associated with you or who is your 
superior? Who is your superior? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. At the time this occurred, my immediate 
superior was Mr. A. R. Staudt, sir. At that time he was assigned to 
a special ad hoc committee on a project that was sponsored by the 
Department of Defense. So during his absence I was the acting head 
of the Branch. 

Senator Benprer. Who is your immediate superior now? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. My immediate superior now would be—— 

Senator Benprr. Who is? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. A naval officer, Comdr. P. Romey. 

Senator Benprer. How do you spell that? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. R-o-mn-e-y. 

Senator Benper. Is he in the room here? 

Mr. CuristIANsEN. I haven’t looked. I don’t know. 

Senator Benpgr. You know him when you see him? 

Mr. CuristIansen. Yes, sir; [ do know him. 

I don’t see him in this room. 

Senator Munpt. Would you answer this question: I am intrigued 
as the chairman was by the opening statement, that you appear to 
give your own views instead of the views officially adopted by the 

avy. 

Can you advise the committee who could testify concerning the 
views officially adopted by the Navy? 

We will want that in the record sooner or later. Could you tell 
us who could do that? You have been down there almost 20 years. 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. That is a designation that would be made by 
the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Material. 

Senator BenpEr. What is his name? 

Mr. CuristTiansENn. For the moment I have forgotten. 

ae Brnper. Before you leave, would you see if you can think 
of it? 

Senator Munpt. You are sure of the title, the Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy for Material? 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. We can find his name, of course. He would be 
the man who could officially express the views adopted by the Navy, 
or cout designate cashes to officially express sheds views; is that 
right 
Mr. CurisTIANsEn. Yes, sir. 
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The CHarrMan. Proceed. 

Mr. CuristiANnsen. I am employed in the Inspection Branch of the 
Office of Naval Material. This office exercises management control 
over the inspector of naval material offices which perform field ad- 
ministration of Navy contracts placed with private industry. In 
addition, these inspectors of naval material offices perform inspection 
services for other Government agencies as requested on a cost-reim- 
bursement basis. In the matter now before your committee, the 
inspector of naval material office in Kansas City, Mo., was requested 
by the Department of Agriculture to inspect the grain bins which are 
the subject of this inquiry, at the place of their manufacture at the 
Black, Sivalls & Bryson plant, and pursuant to this request that office 
performed the inspection services from time to time as requested. 

Since I act in a staff capacity here in Washington, I am not re- 
sponsible for the day-to-day operations of field offices such as the 
inspector of naval material office in Kansas City, nor have I seen the 
grain bins in question. However, I have examined 1 of the 3 Depart- 
ment of Agriculture contracts under which these grain bins were pro- 
cured and I have carefully reviewed the drawings and specifications 
in connection therewith. I have also been interviewed by members of 
vour staff and I have discussed this matter with them in some detail 
from time to time during the past several months. In all of this 
activity, I have attempted to gather whatever factual data I could 
which might throw some light on the alleged defective fabrication of 
the grain bins at the Black, Sivalls & Bryson plant, I have also made 
a particular effort to discover whether, and in what respect, Navy 
inspection procedures might have contributed to this alleged defective 
fabrication. In short my mission to date has been a fact-gathering one. 
I shall be happy to provide any further information which you may 
require, or, if 1 do not have it at hand, I will undertake to furnish it 
as soon as possible. 

The naval inspection service has been inspecting grain bins for the 
Department of Agriculture at its request for approximately 6 years. 
During this time no formal complaints as to defective fabrication 
have been received from any source until those relating to the Black, 
Sivalls & Bryson operation were communicated to us on April 13, 
1955, by representatives of the Department of Agriculture. These 
complaints concerned only grain bins purchased in 1954 from Black, 
Sivalls & Bryson. 

Senator Munpr. Does your inspection service include the inspection 
of wood bins or steel bins? 

Mr. Curistiansen. I understand that the Department of Agri- 
culture has been utilizing the services of the naval inspection service 
in connection with Department of Agriculture procurement. It. is 
possible that the Department of Agriculture might have requested 
one of the Navy inspection officers to inspect wooden grain bins. 

Senator Munopr. It is possible. I know it is possible. Anything 
is possible. Did they do it? 

You have been gathering facts. Up to now in your fact gathering, 
have you come across any example of where the naval inspectors did 
inspect wood bins? We have had some discussion this morning about 
defective lumber. 

Mr. Curistiansen. I have been gathering facts in connection 
with this Black, Sivalls & Bryson operation. 





GRAIN BINS-—-DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 87 


Senator BenpER. Do you have any facts? 

Mr. CuristIaANsEen. I don’t have any facts on 

Senator Benner. You have been gathering facts, and you have no 
facts? 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. I have been gathering facts in connection with 
the Black, Sivalls & Bryson operation. 

Senator Munpr. In your work which you have been doing, with 
the heads of our committee and the Agriculture Department, have 
you come across any cases to your knowledge where the naval in- 
spectors have inspected the materials going into wood bins? That 
is the question. Either you have or you have not. 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. I haven’t any facts on it; no, sir. 

Senator Munpr. That is not what I asked you. Did you come 
across any instances where Navy inspectors have been inspecting 
wood bins? 

Mr. CuristiANnsENn. I have heard that they have inspected wood 
bins. I recall that some time ago there was some question raised with 
regard to wood bins. 

The CuarrmMan. Let me ask you this question: If the Agriculture 
Department got reports and information that wood bins they were 
purchasing and having erected were not up to standard, that there 
was faulty material, that the lumber to go into the bins was not up to 
grade and specifications as ordered, your service, the naval inspection 
service, was available to the Department of Agriculture to cause an 
inspection of that lumber to be made, and the bins being constructed 
out of lumber, just as they did call upon your service, the naval service, 
to make inspection of the metal bins; is that not true? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir; it is true. 

The CuarrmMan. In other words, if they wanted them inspected 
they could call on the Navy and the Navy would have inspected the 
lumber bins just as it would the steel bins, if requested to do so? 

Mr. CuRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. So when you testify here that the Agriculture 
Department had no engineer to send out there to make an inspection 
of the lumber bins, then that hardly squares with the facts, because 
your service was available, the naval inspection service was available, 
to inspect wood bins the same as it was to inspect the metal bins; is that 
not true? 

Mr. CurisTIANsSEN. That is true at the place of manufacture. 
But the naval inspection service is not available to make inspections 
or conduct inspections for erection purposes. 

The CuarrMan, It does not? 

Mr. CuristIANsEN. It does not; no, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Then the lumber would have had to have been 
inspected by the Navy at the plant where it was manufactured? 

Mr. Curistiansen. At the plant. 

The CuarrMan. They were available for that. Of course, that 
would hardly be practicable because you order a certain grade of 
lumber which is a common commodity, and the proper place to 
inspect it was on arrival at the point of construction, I would assume. 

ut the steel bins can properly be inspected at the plant with 
respect to fabrication, whether they are being fabricated according 
to standards and according to specifications, and so forth. 

Mr. CurisTIANsSEN. They can properly be inspected; yes, sir. 
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The CuarrMan. They can be inspected at either place? 

Mr. CuristiANsen. I beg your pardon? 

The CuarrMan. They can be inspected both at the plant and also 
at the site where they are being erected? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And then determine whether they meet the stand- 
ards or specifications. 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Can you supply for the committee that curious 
directive which says that naval inspectors can inspect steel grain 
bins either where the steel is fabricated or where the bin is being 
erected, but it can inspect wood bins only at the place where the 
lumber is being sawed and prepared? 

I just cannot understand why the Navy would make that distinc- 
tion, but I would like to have the directive in the record. 

Mr. CuristTiANsEN. Did I leave you with the impression that the 
Navy would inspect the grain bins after erection for the Department 
of Agriculture? 

Senator Munprt. That is the idea I received. 

Mr. CuristiANnsen. If I left you with that impression, I misunder- 
stood the question. 

The CHarrmMan. I may have misunderstood you. I understood 
you to say that your service, the naval inspection service, is available 
to the Department of Agriculture to inspect the metal bins at the place 
of manufacture? 

Mr. CuristiAnsEN. That is right, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Therefore, your service is not available to inspect 
at the place of erection. Therefore, if you inspected anything pertain- 
ing to the wooden bins, you would inspect at the plant that manu- 
factured the lumber; is that correct? 

Mr. CuristTIANsEN. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. I do not understand why you could not inspect also 
there. Of course, it depends on your regulations or your particular 
orders. But as I understood what you are conveying to this com- 
mittee, it is that the naval inspection service is available for inspecting 
the manufacturing and not the erection. 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And you do that in the case of the metal bins, you 
do that at the plant where they are manufactured? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. All right, proceed with your statement. We will 
see if we can finish up here in a little while. 

Mr. CuristiANsen. In approaching the problem presented, it is 
necessary to bear in mind the procedures under which an Inspector 
of Naval Material Office in the field operates. For example, when 
such an office inspects for any of the military departments, the 
specifications in the contract are required to provide a clear and 
accurate description of the technical requirements for the material, 
product, or services called for under the contract, including the 
procedure by which it will be determined that the requirements have 
been met. On the other hand, when inspection services are requested 
by an agency outside of the Department of Defense, the requesti 
agency is responsible for furthishing drawings and specifications 0 
the material called for under the contract, including inspection 
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instructions adequate for the inspecting office to determine whether 
the technical requirements have been met by the manufacturer. 

In looking over the drawings and specifications for the grain bins 
which were furnished to the inspector of naval material, Kansas City, 
by the Department of Agriculture, I find that there are several 
important areas where there could have been some improvement. 
If the drawings and specifications were changed in these respects, it 
would unquestionably facilitate the work of Navy inspectors and 
increase the likelihood of a structurally sound and weathertight grain 
bin in future procurements. As for the drawings and specifications 
in question, I noted the following omissions which are significant 
from an inspection point of view. 

The CHarrMAN. Now we are proceeding to the point you are 
making that there was a lack of efficiency on the part of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in not providing the naval inspectors with 
sufficient specifications and standards by which the Navy could 
inspect and determine whether they met the requirements of the 
Department of Agriculture; is that correct? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. All right. Let us proceed. I see you have them 
listed. 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. 1. The drawings did not indicate all dimen- 
sions and tolerances, so that the inspectors had insufficient data to 
inspect to. 

The Cuarrman. What do you mean by that, that they did not 
indicate all dimensions and tolerances? What do you mean? They 
did not tell you what size the material was to be or what? 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. They did not indicate the sizes of the material 
in some respects and the tolerances which to inspect to. 

The CuarrMan. In other words, where you would let i vary from 
an inch to an inch and a half in length | so forth, that is what you 
mean by tolerance? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. In other words, if it comes within an inch of stand- 
ard, or within 2 inches, as the case may be, that was a tolerance that 
you could allow for? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And you had to have sufficient instructions from 
the Department of Agriculture with respect to those dimensions and 
how much tolerance might be taken into account? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. All right, proceed with the next. 

Mr. CuristTiANsEeN. 2. The specifications did not establish the 
metallurgical requirements of all the materials used in the grain bins. 
Since there has been some evidence of buckling, this requirement as- 
sumes greater significance. 

The Cuarrman. What do you mean by that? Let us elaborate 
on that so we will understand it. 

Mr. Curisti1Ansen. In reviewing the specifications for the founda- 
tion rings, and the side-wall sheets, I noted that the specifications did 
not specify the tensile strength of the material to be used in the 
foundation rings and the side-wall sheets. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, it did not indicate or require that 
those rings and side-wall sheets be—that is, the metal itself—up to 
a standard of strength that would cause it to serve the purpose? 
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Mr. CuristTIANsEN. Yes, sir. In contrast, the specifications, which 
also cover aluminum bins, indicate the tensile strengths for the 
aluminum metal. 

The CuarrmMan. But in these particular bins, in this contract, and 
your instructions with respect to inspection, they did not give you 
any indication as to what the tensile strength should be? 

Mr. CuristIANsENn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. Did I understand, then, that the specifications 
supplied to the naval inspection service did not list the gage of the 
steel or anything at all? 

It simply said ‘‘supply some kind of steel’’? 

Mr. CuristIANsEN. No; the gages of the steel were clearly indi- 
cated on the drawings and in the specifications. 

Senator Munpr. Is that not what you use when you build a grain 
bin? You determine what gage steel you require and how heavy the 
steel has to be? 

Mr. CuristTiANsEeNn. Yes, but that is only one aspect. In addition 
to the gage of the metal, the strength of the metal must also be given. 

The CuarrMan. In other words, there is a difference between the 
gage of the metal and the tensile strength of metal? 

Mr. CuristIAnsENn. Yes, sir. The gage only indicates the thickness 
of the metal. 

Senator Munpr. All right. 

The CuarrmMan. Proceed with the next one. 

Mr. CuristiansEen. 3. The specifications did not provide for a 
pilot model to be assembled of material produced under the contract 
involved, nor did they fix the responsibility for inspection and approval 
of this pilot model. 

Senator Munptr. Would you explain that? How would you fix the 
responsibility for inspecting the pilot model that does not exist? 
You said they did not provide for a pilot model and neither did they 
fix the responsibility for inspecting the pilot model which did not exist. 
I do not understand the second part of that statement. 

Mr. CuristiaANsen. Reference made in the Department of Agricul- 
ture announcement indicated whether or not a pilot model would be 
erected was a discretionary matter. It would be at the election of the 
contracting officer. 

The Cuarrman. That is the manufacturer? 

Mr. CuristransEN. The erection of the pilot model at the manufac- 
turer’s plant. 

The CHarrMANn. It would be in whose discretion, the manufacturer 
or the man who contracted to erect it? 

You said the contracting officer. 

a Mr. Curistiansen. The contracting officer who was purchasing the 
ins. 

The CuarrmMan. You mean the contracting officer of the Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrman. It was in his discretion whether he would require 
a pilot plant to be erected and inspection made according to that 
model? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. In some cases did they require pilot models and 
in — cases do not require pilot models? Is that what you are trying 
to tell us! 
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Mr. CuristIaAnsen. As far as I am able to determine, a pilot model 
was not required under this contract that I reviewed. 

The CuarrMAN. Is that the one with B.S. and B.? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. No, sir; that was contract No. 30397. 

The CHarnMAN. Well, what.company? 

Mr. CuristTIANsEN. On the Black, Sivalls & Bryson Co. 

The CuarrMAN. That is B.S. and B. that we have referred to. It 
was a contract with B. S. and B. Company? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. In your factfinding routine, did you come across 
any cases where pilot models were actually required by the contracting 
officer and supplied by the fabricator? 

Mr. Curist1aANnsEen. No, sir; I did not. 

The CuarrMan. Go ahead. 

Mr. CuRISTIANSEN. There are two other comments which I would 
like to make. First, the contracts should provide that any manufac- 
turer’s shop drawings must be submitted for approval by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, and that the approved shop drawings must be 
furnished to the inspecting office. 

The CHarRMAN. Were either of those things done in this instance? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. No, sir. 

The CHarrkMAN. In other words, there were no manufacturer’s shop 
drawings and neither were there approved shop drawings submitted to 
the naval inspectors as a guide for them in making the inspection to 
determine whether the contract was being performed? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. There were no shop drawings; there were 
Black, Sivalls & Bryson shop drawings in existence, but ihey were not 
approved, as I understand it, by the Department of Agriculture and 
furnished to. the inspection office to use for inspection purposes. 

The CHarmMan, In other words, the inspectors were required to 
inspect without any drawings that would indicate to them just what 
specifications were expected to be met; is that what vou are saying? 

Mr. CuristTIANSEN. They were furnished without detailed draw- 
ings, detailed shop drawings. 

The Cuatrman. Do you mean, then, that some form of drawings 
were supplied to the inspectors, but they were inadequate to enable 
the inspectors to do their job? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Is that what you are saying? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. When the inspector was confronted with that 
dilemma, what action did the naval inspection service take? Did 
they call that to the attention of the Department of Agriculture? 
Did they say, ‘‘He cannot inspect without some drawings’? Or did 
they go ahead and try to achieve the impossible? 

Mr. Curistiansen. The naval inspection office did not request 
any clarification from the Department of Agriculture at that time. 
Due to the circumstances, they did their best to do a job with what 
they had. 

Senator Munpt. Do you not think, Mr. Christiansen, that the 
naval inspection service should have requested it? Do you not think 
that in order to do an adequate inspection job you have to inspect 
against a standard, a criterion, a pilot plant, or against a specific 
drawing? 

65818—55——7 
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It is a pretty difficult job for you to undertake as an inspector to | 
inspect against a nebulous thing called a grain bin. 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. I cover that point in here. May I read it? 

The Cuarrman. All right; proceed. 9 

Mr. CuristiAnsen. This would avoid inspection on the basis of 7 
unapproved manufacturer’s shop drawings as in the Black, Sivalls ¢ ¥ 
Bryson case. “_ 

Second, the inspecting office should immediately be notified when | 
any complaints develop so that corrective action can be taken as @ 
soon as possible by the inspectors. . 

Senator Benner. How can that be done? 

Mr. CuristiANnsEN. The contracting officer of any activity, whether | 
it be the Department of Agriculture, or not, should notify the in- 
specting office, who is performing the inspection, as to any discrepan- 
cies or nonconformity of material. 

Senator Benprer. When these bins were being erected, or any other 
facilities are being erected, is there not an inspector on the job? 

Mr. CuristiANsENn. Not a Navy inspector; no, sir. 

Senator Benner. How come? 

Mr. CuristIANsEN. Navy inspectors are not available for that § 
service. 4 

Senator Benner. Which inspectors among the inspectors does the | 
inspecting? Where does he come from? 3 

Mr. CuristiANsEeNn. I don’t know who would do the inspecting at 7 
the erection. The inspection office, the Inspector of Naval Material 7 
Office, at Kansas City was not requested to perform erection inspec- ~ 
tion. j 
Senator Benper. In placing the responsibility for a defective bin, 7 
who is the gentleman, or who is the character, that should be on the 7 
job inspecting that erection so that the taxpayers could be protected 
in connection with erection of that facility? 

Mr. CuristTiANnsen. That would be a determination made by the | 
contracting officer of the Department of Agriculture. q 

Senator Benper. It is the Department of Agriculture’s responsi- © 
bility, primarily; is that correct? They are the contracting depart- 
ment. These bins were contracted for through the Department of 
Agriculture; is that correct? 

Mr. CuristiANsEN. Yes, sir. q 

Senator Benper. So that it is their responsibility to make the | 
inspection and not yours? 4 

Mr. CuristIANsEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Let me see if I understand this now. 4 

Is it your contention that defective materials and complaints should 
be called to the attention of the inspectors by the Department of © 
Agriculture as against my understanding that the job of the inspector 7 
was to call to the attention of the Department of Agriculture the 7 
defective material? I thought that was the responsibility of the © 
inspector. 

Mr. CuristTIANsEeN. There are two areas of inspection. There is © 
an inspection which is performed at the plant for the fabrication of | 
the material, and there is the inspection after delivery, the inspection | 
of the erection. The Navy inspection office had no responsibility in | 
connection with the inspection of the erection. 3 

Senator Munpvr. Does this summarize it: If there is a defect in the | 
material, it is the responsibility of the naval inspection service to dis- 
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cover it; if it is a defective job of assembling the material into a thing 
called a grain bin, it is the responsibility of the Department of Agri- 
culture to discover it; is that right? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The CHarRMAN. Proceed with your statement. 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. In reviewing the present matter, a question 
mav arise as to whether the inspector of Naval Material Office at 
Kansas City did everything possible to avoid delivery of defective 
bins. Under all the circumstances in this case, and with the advan- 
tage of hindsight, it seems to me that I would have requested clarifi- 
cation from the Department of Agriculture contracting officer, espe- 
cially with regard to the omission of dimensions and tolerances in the 
drawings and the enumerated inadequacies in the specifications for 
inspection purposes. 

The CHarrmMan. Let me ask you at that point, from your experience 
and your qualifications as an inspector, what you are saying is that 
a competent inspector would know that he could not do a competent 
job unless this information had been furnished him, and, therefore, 
he should have requested that the Department of Agriculture give 
him more specific drawings and so forth so that he could do a real 
inspection job. Is that what you are saying? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. You see, inasmuch as there had not 
been any complaints made with regard to the material, undoubtedly 
the inspection office felt that their previous inspections had been 
satisfactory. 

The Caarrman. All right, go ahead. 

Senator Munpr. This is your answer to my previous question 
which you said you were going to cover later? 

Mr. CurRIsTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munprt. Very well. 

Mr. CuristiANsEN. However this may be, the inspector of Naval 
Material Office was inspecting grain bins at the Black, Sivalls & 
Bryson plant in line with its general practice under previous contracts 
and it had received no complaints from any source. 

Senator Munpr. By that do you mean, Mr. Christiansen, that 
they were inspecting the grain bins in this case with the same infor- 
mation and on the same basis that they had been inspecting grain 
bins since 1949 when you told us they began this service? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Very good. 

Mr. CurisTIANnsen. For this reason, their failure to seek clarifica- 
tion is somewhat easier to understand. On the other hand, while their 
use of unapproved shop drawings prepared by Black, Sivalls & Bryson 
may have offered an apparent means of clarification, it is inconsistent 
with intra-Navy inspection procedures of long standing. Informal 
copoaaen action has already been taken to avoid a repetition of this 
mistake. 

Senator Munpr. Will you elaborate on that action a little bit and 
tell us what kind of corrective action has been taken? 

Mr. CuristiAnsEN. We have had informal discussions with the 
Department of Agriculture representatives in an effort to develop and 
provide more information for the inspectors to use for inspection pur- 
poses. 
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Senator Buenprer. What is the difference between the formal dis- 
cussion and the informal discussion? When do you determine when 
you have a formal discussion and when you have an informal discus- 
sion? 

Mr. CuristTIANSEN. When it is informal, it is not covered in writing. 
It is not reduced to writing. 

Senator Munprt. In other words, “we have had some conversations 
with the Department of Agriculture people,’ and there has been a 
meeting of minds between you as to what additional information your 
inspectors should have? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. All right; proceed. 

Mr. Curistiansen. I have made certain comments which related 
to the manufacture and inspection of grain bins at the Black, Sivalls 
& Bryson plant. I have done so on the basis of factual data which 
I have gathered during the course of my review of the matter. I 
will be happy to go over any of these facts and to answer any questions 
which concern them to the best of my ability. 

I wish to thank the committee for allowing me the time to read 
this statement. 

The CuarrMan. Counsel, do you have any further questions? 

Mr. Durry. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Durry. Would you cite that section of the Navy manual 
which makes it possible for the Department of Agriculture to receive 
services from the Office of Navy Material for inspection of grain bins? 

Mr. CuristiANsEN. I am reading from chapter D4 of the Material 
Inspection Service, USN, Administration Manual, part D, chapter 
D4 dealing with services performed——— 

Mr. Durry. What date is the Navy manual? 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. The date is 

Mr. Durry. Is that October 20, 1952? 

Mr. CurisTiANsen. Yes, sir; October 20, 1952. 

Chapter D4 pertains to services performed for departments and 
agencies of the Federal Government other than the Department of 
Defense. 

This particular chapter authorizes the field offices to accept direct 
requests from nonmilitary agencies to perform procurement inspection 
at the manufacturing plant. 

The CuarrMan. Chapter D4 to which you have referred may be 
inserted into the record at this point so that we will have it before us. 
Mr. CurisTIANsEeNn. Article D4.01.02 of this chapter reads that: 

Requests for inspection and related services from nonmilitary Federal depart- 
ments and agencies are transmitted directly to the cognizant inspector or shown 
in the Directory of Offices ot the Material Inspection Service, USN, NAVEXOS 
P-575. Three copies of a letter request or three copies of a properly endorsed 
contract or order, specifying the services desired, are required by the inspector. 

Mr. Durry. Do you have copies of the initial request furnished by 
the Department of Agriculture to the naval inspector in Kansas City 
in 1954 for the inspection of B. S. & B. bins? 

Mr, CuristiANsEN. Yes; I have a copy on one letter here. 

Mr. Durry. Would you read that letter into the record? I think 
there is a letter of July 6, 1954, directed to INSMAT, Kansas City. 
That is the inspector of naval material. 
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Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. July 6? 

Mr. Durry. Yes. 

The CHarRMAN. The Chair presents you with what purports to be a 
copy of it, with this document here. Will you examine it and see if 
this is the letter to which counsel has referred? 

(Documents handed to the witness.) 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. This is the letter to which counsel has referred. 

The CuarrMan. All right. It will be made exhibit No. 5. 

You may read the pertinent parts of it at this time. 

(Exhibit No. 5 will be found in the appendix on p. 264.) 

Mr. Durry. To save time, Mr. Christiansen, does that letter request 
specifically a loading inspection? Does it request inspection of the 
fabrication processes? Does it just request checking of the shipping 
of the particular material? 

Mr. CuRISTIANSEN, It requests shipping inspection, including check 
loading and checking to insure delivery of satisfactory material as 
desired. 

Mr. Durry. Do you think that that particular request is in accord- 
ance with the Navy manual for specifying the services desired? 

Mr. CuristiaAnsen. If the inspection of the material is desired, no; 
it is not in accordance with that. 

The CuarrMan. That is a letter from the Department of Agri- 
culture, the Grain Section, to the naval inspectors, making a request 
on them, under the authority of the regulations you have read here, 
to make the inspection of these bins? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The CaarrmMan. It does not require you to inspect the material? 
They make no request that you inspect the material or the manu- 
facturing, does it? 

Mr. CuristIANsEN. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. What do they ask you to inspect, just the shipping 
boxes? 

The CHarrMAN. State exactly what it requests the Navy to inspect, 
what inspection service the Department of Agriculture requested the 
Navy to perform for it. 

Mr. CaristTIaAnsEn. The letter requests shipping inspection, includ- 
ing check loading and checking to insure delivery of satisfactory 
material as desired. 

Senator Munpr. Then it does say material. You just told the 
chairman it did not include the material, but you read from the 
letter that it does. 

The Cuatrman. That is what I am trying to get clarified. 

That is whether you were required to inspect the material. 

Mr. CHristTiANSEN. That is a possibility of misinterpretation here. 

The CuarrMan. Does it say anything about how the material is 
fabricated? 

Senator Benprer. I am sure if there is, we would find it. 

Mr. CuristIANsEN. It does not say anything here about how the 
material is fabricated; no, sir. 

The Cnatrman, In other words, is there any requirement there— 
I do not know how you interpret those things. But as a naval 
inspector for all of these 20 years, from that would the Navy under- 
stand that it was to inspect the fabrication of the material there to be 
Shipped to determine whether it has been fabricated according to 
specifications? 
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Would the Navy on that request inspect the fabrication to know 
whether it was fabricated according to the specifications on which 
the order was given and the contract made? 

Mr. CuristiANnsen. I would say normally no. 

The Cuarrman. Normally no? Why? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. Because it is possible to misinterpret the 
request. 

Senator Munpt. What would you say normally that letter would 
ask you to inspect? 

What would you say normally is the function of the Navy inspector 
on the basis of that letter? 

Mr. CuristiaNnsEeNn. I don’t understand your question. 

Senator Munpr. You said normally you would not think that that 
letter would obligate the Navy inspector to inspect the quality of the 
material. You said that, did you not? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. Yes, sir, 

Senator Munpt. Therefore, what would you normally expect the 
Navy’s function to be on the basis of that letter? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. It calls for shipping inspection including check 
loading and checking to insure delivery of satisfactory material as 
desired. That statement could be construed as meaning that it 
should be carefully loaded in the mode of transportation so that it 
would not be damaged during transportation. 

Senator Munpr. So as you interpret that letter, all the Navy was 
supposed to do was to inspect the shipping box. That is what I 
asked you. 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Is there anything in the correspondence file of the 
Navy to indicate that the Navy interposed any questions to the 
Department of Agriculture for clarification, that it asked for further 
instructions, or that it interpreted it as an inspection of shipping 
boxes, or that it interpreted it, as it might, as an inspection of the 
quality of the material? 

Mr. CuristiANsEN. I have seen no indication that the inspecting 
office requested clarification from the Department of Agriculture. I 
have seen information that indicates that the particular request was 
discussed in the field as to what type of inspection to perform. 

Senator Munpr. Do you find anything in the file indicating the 
outcome of those discussions? What interpretation did they finally 
arrive at? 

Mr. Curisti1ansen. I found in the files that the inspection office 
had determined to make more than just a shipping and check-loading 
inspection. 

Senator Munpr. In other words, you found in the files that their 
interpretation of the letter differs from yours, in that the field office 
decided they should examine the quality of the material, whereas in 
your reading of it you would assume it meant simply inspecting the 
shipping boxes? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman, All right. Do you have another letter, there? 
Following that letter, did you receive another one pertaining to the 
manner of inspection? 

Mr. Durry. Are there two letters there, Mr. Christiansen? 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. I am sorry. Yes. 
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Mr. Durry. Does that letter relate to the other contract for 
3. S, & B. containing a similar request for inspection? 
Mr. CuRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. This is the letter that I had in mind, 





‘that I had in the files here. 


The CuHarrMAN. Who is that letter to, who is it from, and what is 
the date of it? 

Mr. CuristTIANsEN. This particular letter is from the Commodity 
Stabilization Service, Washington, D. C., to Bureau of Aeronautics 
Representative, care of Westinghouse Electric Corp., Kansas City, 
Mo. 

The CHartrMAN. Is that from the Department of Agriculture or one 
of the agencies of the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. That is from the Grain Division of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

The CHarrMAN. To whom is it directed? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. It is directed to the Bureau of Aeronautics 
Representative, care of Westinghouse Electric Corp., Post Office Box 
288, Kansas City, Mo. 

The CuarrMaNn. Is that the inspection service of the Navy that it 
is directed to, or is it someone else? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. That is still part of the Navy inspection service. 

The CuarrMaN, That is all I want to identify. What is the date 
of it? 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. This date is April 22, 1954. 

The Cuarrman, All right. The letter may be made exhibit No. 6. 

(Exhibit. No. 6 will be found in the appendix on p. 264.) 

Senator Munpt. Before you get to another letter, I think we 
should clarify the first letter, Mr. Chairman. Perhaps the committee 
was unfair to Mr. Christiansen in asking him to paraphrase the letter, 
and not having the letter read, because the examination of the letter 
clearly shows——— 

The Cuarrman. The Chair wishes to state he did not wish to be 
unfair to the witness, but he was supposed to be, I thought, an expert 
in the field. I thought he could give an explanation and I was trying 
to move along. 

Senator Munpt. There was no criticism meant here, but I wanted 
to point out that that is a danger that we run into. 

he letter of July 6 clearly shows that there was no reason why 
you should think that this should be an inspection of shipping boxes. 

Here is the first paragraph: 

Dear Srr: It is requested that your office make inspection of the materials 
described in the enclosed papers which related to contract GR-(P)-3 with Black, 
Sivalls & Bryson, Inc., of i anuen City for 4,460 standard steel bins. The papers, 
supplied in duplicate, are: 

1. Announcement GR-278 together with USDA specifications and drawings 
for standard steel bins (serial No. 3323). 

There are 2 or 3 other papers involved. But that clearly shows, 
No. 1, that you were to inspect the materials, and, No. 2, that you 
bere mL 0% with specifications and drawings for the standard steel 
bins involved. 

There is a lot of nonsense talking about shipping boxes. 

The Cuarrman. I have not read the letter, but, Mr. Christiansen, 
how could you place such an interpretation on it. You were testifying. 
You are familiar with it. 
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Senator Munopt. In fairness to the witness, he may not have read it. 

Mr. Durry. I believe Mr. Christiansen has had an opportunity to 
read both of the letters. 

Is that correct, Mr. Christiansen? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Durry. What is your interpretation of those letters, again? 

Maybe we can clarify this, Mr. Christiansen, if I ask you this 
question: On June 14, there was a meeting in Admiral Royer’s office, 
in which Mr. Gibson, who is the inspector director in the Kansas City 
area, was present, with you, and with certain members of his staff, 
and at which time you went over these directions. Now, were the 
directions clear as to the type of inspection the Navy was to follow? 
You felt that the inspection instructions were not adequate, and 
Mr. Gibson of the Kansas City office stated that he thought they 
were adequate? Is that correct? 

Mr. CHrisTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. Was there disagreement between Mr. Gibson and you 
as to the interpretation of these instructions? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. What the Chair does not understand is that a 
man with your experience, and I am assuming your qualifications, 
certainly, would read that letter and say that you were not required 
to inspect the materials or fabrication. I cannot understand your 
making that statement. 

I have not read the letter. I assume you know how to interpret it. 
Instead of being unfair to you, I am wondering if there was not a 
little reverse English on it. 

Well, proceed. 

Senator Munpr. I would like to know, Mr. Christiansen, how in 
the world you could tell the committee that you thought this letter 
meant that all you were supposed to do was to inspect shipping boxes 
when it sets out clearly in the first paragraph, and the first sentence 
of the first paragraph— 


your office maké the inspection of the materials described in the enclosed papers— 


and then it specifies what was included. 

It says specifically— 

Announcement GR-278 together with USDA specifications and drawings for 
standard steel bin. 

I can see how you thought the specifications were not in detail 
enough, the drawings were not meticulous enough, but to sit 
down there and tell us that you thought all this letter meant was to 
inspect the shipping boxes, when the letter in the King’s English 
says it meant materials, I cannot understand, if you have seen the 
letter before. 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. Well, on the 13th of June, I received a telephone 
call from the Department of Agriculture indicating that they would 
like to have a meeting because they had a problem with grain bins, 
and because the problem was so complex they had received many 
complaints and they were conducting an investigation of this grain- 
bin matter. 

The considered that inspection would be one facet of the problem 
that would have to be investigated. 

We held a meeting on the 19th of April. The name of the contractor 
wasn’t mentioned, and the nature of the problem was not mentioned. 
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It was emphasized during that meeting by the Department of Agri- 
culture people that they were not complaining about inspection; 
they were attempting to seek information with respect to inspection. 

During that meeting I asked Department of Agriculture repre- 
sentatives what type of inspection they requested, and they showed 
me that particular statement, the shipping and check loading state- 
ment with regard to inspection. 

I read the statement, and I indicated at that time that there is a 
possibility that some offices receiving and reading that statement 
might interpret it to be only a shipping inspection. 

Senator Munpr. That was in June? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. That was in June. 

Senator Munpr. So they followed your advice and wrote you a 
letter July 6 saying specifically what they did want, which would be 
an inspection of material. 

Mr. CurisTIANseNn. That is July 6, 1954, is it not? 

Senator Munpr. What June are you talking about? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. 1955. This is a year and 3 months later 
when they met with us. 

Senator Munpt. Well, on the basis of this letter, then, are you 
trying to tell us that you thought that it was a shipping inspection 
when it says “material,” and encloses the drawings and encloses the 
specifications, and encloses the standards and says, “We want you to 
inspect the materials,” in the first line of the first paragraph? 

It reiterates it down in the middle of the letter when it says ‘delivery 
of satisfactory materials as desired.” 

It is in there twice. 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. I would be inclined to interpret that to mean 
the inspection of the material. 

Senator Munpr. Certainly. That is what I am trying to get at. 
I cannot understand this shipping box business. 

Mr. Durry. Are you changing your story now, Mr. Christensen? 
Do you believe this particular request is adequate or inadequate? 

Mr. CuristIANsEN. The request in itself, I think, is adequate. The 
information that was furnished to determine whether or not the mate- 
rial was satisfactory, I think, is inadequate. In other words, the draw- 
ings with which to check the material against. 

The Cuarrman. They were inadequate? 

Mr. Curistiansen. The drawings were inadequate. 

The Cuatrman. But the letter itself is adequate to inform the 
inspection service that it wanted the materials inspected and the 
fabrication inspected according to the drawings attached, is that 
correct? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The CHatrrmMan. But the drawings themselves, the specifications 
that weré attached as a guide, were inadequate? 

Mr. Curistiansen. The letter also makes reference to section 3, 
paragraph 3, of Department of Agriculture announcement GR-270, 
which indicates that the inspection would be an initial inspection. 

The Cuarrman. And it would be followed up, then, you think, by 
a more thorough inspection? 

Mr. CaristiANsSEN. It would be followed up by a final inspection 
after delivery. 

aa nee That is the section of the regulations that you 
refer to 
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Mr. CuristiAnsen. Department of Agriculture regulations fur- 
nished the field office. 

The CuatrmMan. How does that read? Do you have it there? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN (reading): 


Contractor will notify you when material is ready for inspection and provisions 
of announcement GR-270, III-3, will apply. 


Senator Munpr. Will you read that GR-2, and so forth, into the 
record? 

The CuarrMan. Do you have it before you? 

If you do not have it immediately, can you supply it for the record 
at this point? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. Yes, sir; I can, 

The Cuarrman. Will you please supply that to the committee or 
to the reporter? 

Mr. CuristiaNnsEN. I have it right here. May I read it? 

The CuarrMan. All right. 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. Paragraph 3 of section III of announcement 
GR-270, dated March 29, 1954, subparagraph A: 


Inspection shall be at the expense of CCC. Initial inspection shall be made 
after the date of the contract and prior to the shipment of the unassembled struc- 
tures. Inspection shall not be deemed to be complete and no structure shall 
be shipped until the inspection certificates have been issued. At the election 
of CCC, a final inspection may be made at the ultimate destination. Any material 
found not to comply fully with the specifications shall be rejected and if rejected 
material shall be replaced by the manufacturer without cost to CCC. 


Subparagraph B: 


Inspection shall be performed by naval inspectors or other qualified inspectors 
as designated by CCC. The manufacturer shall give the inspector at least 48 
hours written notice prior to the time inspection is desired. 


Subparagraph C: 

If contracting officer CCC so requests, the manufacturer shall, at his own 
expense, assemble and erect at his f. 0. b. origin shipping point, or at such other 
point as may -be mutually agreed upon, one complete structure representative 
of the structures to be delivered under the contract, and shall furnish all reason- 
able facilities for the use of the inspectors in making the inspections. CCC or 
the inspectors may inspect all material and fabrication processes at the manu- 


facturer’s f. 0. b. origin shipping point, or in their discretion at the source of 
supply. 


Subparagraph D: 


Inspectors are not authorized and have no authority to prescribe any changes 
in the contract or to order the manufacturer to perform under the contract in 
any particular manner. 

Those are the instructions furnished with regard to inspection. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, the initial inspection would not let 
any defective material go out of there, and CCC reserved the right, 
in its discretion, to make further inspection at the point of delivery; 
is that not correct? Is that not your interpretation of it? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. While the initial inspection was not just a for- 
mality, it was actually to determine whether the Government was 
getting what it had contracted for; is that not true? 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. Yes; and the amount of inspection could be 
determined by the office doing the inspection. 

Senator Munpt. The second paragraph of this same letter there 
it says: 
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Administrative questions under this operation may be referred to Mr. Marvin L. 
McLain, Director, Grain Division, USDA. 

Do your files show, or are there any memoranda to indicate, that 
any administrative questions were asked of Mr. McLain requesting 
further clarification of the responsibilities of the Navy? 

Mr. CuristiANsEN. The files show that on one point the Black, 
Sivalls & Brysons wanted a deviation from the contract requirements, 
and obtained Department of Agriculture approval of that deviation. 

Senator Munpt. What was the nature of the deviation? 

Mr. CurisTIANsEeN. Generally, I believe it was with regard to 
either—I believe it was some type of welding. 

Senator Munpr. Nothing affecting the quality of the material? 

Mr. Durry. No. 

Senator Munpr. Other than that, were any administrative ques- 
tions raised by the Navy of Mr. McLain asking for a further clarifica- 
tion, more specific drawings, more meticulous detail, or anything of 
that nature? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. No, sir; there is not. 

Senator Benper. How many are there in your department, in your 
particular department? : 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. In my particular department, that is, where I 
work, there are 3 men, 3 individuals, 3 persons. 

Senator Benner. What does your work consist of? What do you 
do all the time? In a general way, what is your work? 

Mr. Curist1ANsen. In a general way what we do is work very 
closely with the technical bureaus of the Navy in developing inspection 
procedures for the technical bureaus, so that they may inlcude, when 
they are preparing specifications, that they may include—— 

Senator BenpER. Do you have a backlog of work? Do you have 
enough to do all the time? 

Mr. CuristraAnsen. We always have plenty of work to do. 

(At this point the chairman withdrew from the hearing room.) 

Senator Munopr (presiding). You had a second letter you were 
reading when I interrupted to call attention to a couple of items in the 
first letter which we did not get. Do you want to pick up now with 
the second letter you were reading? I think you read the date and that 
is about all. We will know how to evaluate the letter if you will tell 
us why you are reading it, in general, and what it pertains to. Then 
we will have the letter in full this time so we will not have any more 
omissions. 

Senator Benprer. Mr. Christiansen, has the Hoover Commission 
ever been in your department? Have they ever checked up on your 
department, the Hoover Commission? 

Mr. CuristiANseN. I think they have; yes, sir. 

Senator Benner. They have? 

Mr. CuristiANsen. I think they have. 

Senator Benprr. They have? 

Mr. Curistensen, I think they have. 

Senator Benprr. How recently? 

Mr. CuristiAnsen. I don’t know that, sir. 

Senator Benner. How do you know they were there? 

Mr. CurisTiANsEN. I am just assuming that. I said I think they 
lave. 

Senator Benpur. You are an engineer. You know the Hoover 
Commission. You would know if they were around, would you not? 
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Mr. CuristIANsEN. I don’t know positively that they were in our 
specific department. 

Senator BenpreR. You said you thought they were. 

Mr. CurisTIANseNn. Yes, I said that. 

Senator Benprr. Well, how do you know? 

Mr. CaristiaNnsen. Well, the Hoover Commission was making 
several visits, and I assume that they visited our department. 

Senator Benper. Did you ever come in contact with the Hoover 
Commission or men or women on it? 

Mr. CurisTENSEN. No, sir; I never did. 

Senator Benpur. They never talked to you? 

Mr. Crristensen. No, sir. 

Mr. Durry. Would you read that second letter? 

Mr. CuristTIANsEN. The second letter is dated July 6, 1954. Is 
that the one, Mr. Duffy? 

Mr. Durry. Yes. . 

Senator Munprt. Before you read it, would you tell us about its 
pertinence? 

Mr. CurisTiANsEN. It is a Department of Agriculture letter, 
Commodity Stabilization Service, Grain Division, dated July 6, 1954, 
to the Inspection Office in Kansas City. 

Senator Munpr. You read that one. That is the one we have been 
discussing. The July 6 letter we have now read in its entirety. You 
started to read a second letter when I interrupted you to call attention 
to some of the omissions from the first letter. 

We are not interested at the moment in the July 6 letter any more. 
If you have a second letter which has relevant information, and you 
were starting to read one when I interrupted you, we would like to 
have that. 

(At this point the chairman entered the hearing room.) 

Mr. CuristTIANsEN: I was reading from the July 6 letter from my 
files. The letter that I read from was made available to me from the 
chairman. 

Senator Munpr. That is correct. 

The Cuairman. That was made exhibit No. 6, which you have in 
your hand. 

(At this point Senator Bender withdrew from the hearing room.) 

Mr. CuristiansENn. This is April 22, 1954, this letter, and the other 
is the July 6, 1954, letter, which are the only two. 

Senator Munpr. Is the April letter identical with the July 6 letter? 

Mr. CuristTiANsEN. The substance of the letter is identical. It is 
addressed to the Bureau of Aeronautics representative, care of West- 
inghouse Electric Corp., Kansas City, Mo. 

Senator Munpr. What is the relevancy of that letter? 

Mr. CurisTiANseN. This particular letter pertains to contracts 
30396 and 30397, for grain bins with the Black, Sivalls & Bryson. 

The Cuatrman. That was two other contracts? 

Mr. Curistiansen. Two other contracts. 

The Cuarrman. This first letter referred to one contract? 

Mr. CuristIAnsen. It referred to one contract. 

The Cuarrman. And this second letter refers to two other contracts? 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. Who is the letter addressed to? 
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Mr. CuristIANsEN. This letter was addressed to the Bureau of 
Aeronautics representative, care of the Westinghouse Electric Corp., 
Kansas City, Mo. 

Senator Munpr. And the context of the letter is identical, with the 
same set of instructions? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. The Chair has received from Mr. McLain, Marvin 
L. McLain, Director of the Grain Division, Department of Agriculture, 
Commodity Stabilization Service, a letter explaining these contracts, 
which I wish to insert into the record at this point. It gives some 
pertinent information. This letter will be marked “Exhibit No. 7.” 

(Exhibit No. 7 will be found in the appendix on p. 265.) 

Are there any further questions? 

If not, thank you very much, Mr. Christiansen. 

The Chair wishes to announce that these hearings will be resumed 
in the morning at 10:30. We are sorry that we cannot proceed further 
today. The Senate is in session now, and this may be the last day of 
this session of the Congress. Members of the committee have matters 
on the floor to look after. 

The Chair has called an executive committee meeting for 3 o’clock 
this afternoon to consider matters that may come before the com- 
mittee, including the Talbott investigation, some way to wind that up. 

We will stand in recess until tomorrow morning. 

(At the taking of the recess, the following members of the committee 
were present: The chairman and Senator Mundt.) 

(Thereupon, at 12:50 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
the following day at 10:30 a. m.) 
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WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 3, 1955 


Unirep Srarns SENATE, 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS, 
OF THE CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:35 a. m., pursuant to Senate Resolu- 
tion 41, agreed to February 21, 1955, in room 357, Senate Office Build- 
ing, Senator John L. McClellan (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators John L. McClellan, Democrat, Arkansas; Stuart 
Symington, Democrat, Missouri; Karl E. Mundt, Republican, South 
Dakota; George H. Bender, Republican, Ohio. 

Also present: Paul J. Tierney, acting chief counsel; LaVerne J. 
Duffy, investigator; Ruth Y. Watt, chief clerk. 

(Members present at the convening of the session were the chairman 
and Senator Bender.) 

The CuarrMan. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Christiansen, will you come around, please, ‘Take the stand 
again, please, sir. 


TESTIMONY OF C. G. CHRISTIANSEN-—Resumed 


The Cuatrman. Mr. Christiansen, in your testimony yesterday, in 
your prepared statement, in the second sentence, you said: 


In appearing before you today I should like to state at the outset that the views 
which I represent are my own rather than the views officially adopted by the 
Navy. 


Is that correct? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN: Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. I am trying to getthe letter straight. I want the 
Navy to have some official representation in this matter if they desire 
to have, and I understood that you did represent the Navy, so I have 
a letter here dated May 12, 1955, in the file addressed to me which 
reads as follows: 


By your letter, May 12, 1955, you informed me that the Permanent Subcom- 
miteee on Investigations conducting a preliminary inquiry into the grain-storage 
program being carried out for the partment of Agriculture—you stated that 
the inspection of material to be used for grain-storage bins at the manufacturer’s 
level is conducted by naval personnel under the supervision of the Chief of Naval 
Material. You asked that appropriate representatives of the Navy Department 
be present in room 101, Senate Office Building, at 2)p. m. on Thursday, May 12, 
1955, in order to diseuss the Navy’s participation in the grain-storage program. 
I appreciate your having notified me in writing as to the purpose of the sub- 
committee’s inquiry, since it has enabled me to contact the responsible officials 
of the Navy Department and arrange for a representative to meet with your 
staff members and diseuss with them the matter into which your subcommittee 
is Inquiring. , 
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I am informed that Mr. C. G. Christiansen, of the Office of Naval Material, 
has been designated as the appropriate Navy ees and that he has 
arranged to appear as requested to discuss the Navy’s participation in the grain- 
storage program. 

Then he goes on to say— 

I can assure you the Navy is anxious to cooperate in every way— 
et cetera, and it is signed— 

Thomas 8. Gates, Jr., Under Secretary. 


I want to get your position here straightened out. Are you officially 
representing the Navy or are you not? 

Mr. Curistiansen. Mr. Chairman, for that particular visit my 
visit was formalized. For this’particular hearing I was called as an 
individual, and there was no formalization that I was to represent 
the Navy at this hearing. 

The CuarrMan. Your testimony is still to be regarded by the com- 
mittee as your individual views and not as representing the Navy; is 
that correct? 

Mr. CuristiAnsen. As far as I know at the present time; yes, sir. 

Senator Benner. Will the Chairman yield? 

The CHARMAN. Yes. 

Senator Benpur. What can we do to formalize this gentleman? 

The Cuarrman. I don’t know. I think we have another witness 
here from the Navy we can call in a minute, but 1 wanted to get it 
straight. 

¥. esterday you said you were only appearing to give your individual 
view, and I was trying to find out if the Navy has official representa- 
tion at the heari ing. If you don’t officially represent the Navy, I want 
to find out if they have official representation here. 

Mr. CuristiANsEN. May I make a comment? 

The CHarRMan. Yes. 

Mr. CuristIiANsENn. On any special assignment where I am to repre- 
sent the Navy, it must be formalized, and in this particular case to 
come to this hearing it hadn’t been formalized. 1 was called by tele- 
phone and asked to appear as an individual, 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. All right. 

Senator Benper. Can we have him formalized? 

The Cuairman. I don’t knew what the Navy will formalize, whether 
the Navy will formalize him. 

Senator Benper. I listened to him for an hour and a half yester- 
day. and was never so tortured in all my life: 1 didn’t know whether 
I was afoot or on horseback. 

The Cuarnman. Admiral Weaver, will you come, around, please. 
Will you be sworn? 

Do you solemnly swear that the evidence you shall give before this 
Senate investigating subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Admiral Masans I do. 
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TESTIMONY OF REAR ADM. GEORGE C. WEAVER, VICE CHIEF OF 
NAVAL MATERIAL, NAVY DEPARTMENT, WASHINGTON 


The CHArRMAN. State’ your name and place of residence for the 
record. 

Admiral Weaver. Rear Adm. George C. Weaver, Vice Chief of 
Naval Material, Navy Department, Washington. 

The CHarrmMan. You are still on active duty for the Navy? 

Admiral Weaver. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrmMan. What is your position? 

Admiral Weaver. I am Vice Chief of Naval Material. 

The CuatrMan. Vice Chief of Naval Material? 

Admiral Weaver. Yes, sir. 

The CHAtRMAN. Are you here attending the hearings representing 
the Navy? 

Admiral Weaver. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. What is Mr. Christiansen’s role as far as you know? 

Admiral Wnaver. Mr. Christiansen is Assistant Branch Head of 
the Inspection Branch of a division in the Office of Naval Material. 

The CuarrMan. He was not assigned by the Navy, by his superiors, 
to appear here as a representative of the Navy? 

Admiral Weaver. Senator McClellan, there has been some confu- 
sion in connection with formalizing this. Mr. Christiansen was 
designated to furnish technical information at the request of the com- 
mittee staff. He was not designated as a spokesman for the Navy 
Department in this hearing, and if we had been requested to designate 
a spokesman, I am not sure whether he would have been designated 
or not because in his position he is not ablé to express the views of the 
Navy Department possibly in policy matters. 

However, the Navy Department does consider him in the testimony 
he has given so far as our spokesman. 

The Cuarrman. Do you wish to add anything to the testimony 
given? 

Admiral Wraver. No, sir. 

The Cuainman. You did hear his testimony yesterday? 

Admiral Wnaver. No, sir; I did not hear it. I have a very general 
knowledge of what it was, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Are you appearing here as a representative of the 
Navy now, as the spokesman for the Navy? 

Admiral Weavnr. Yes, sir; if you so desire. 

The Cuarrman. You are appearing in that capacity? 

Admiral Weaver. Yes, sir; if you so desire, 

The Cnairman. Thank you very much. 

(At this point Senator Mundt entered the hearing room.) 

Mr. Durry. Did you request Mr. Marx A. Gibson to proceed to 
the State of Kansas to make inspection of certain bin sites for the 
Naval Material Office? 

Admiral Wraver. It was done with the approval of the Chief of 
Naval Material and myself. 

Mr. Durry. My question is: Why would you select Mr. Gibson, 
who is the responsible head of the Naval Material Office in Kansas 
City, to go to the field to make an inspection of B. S. and B. bins? 

Admiral Weaver. The answer to that hinges on the word “inspec- 
tion.” We were endeavoring to cooperate with the staff of the 
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committee. We were gathering additional information to present to 
the committee staff. It was an endeavor to cooperate with the 
committee staff. 

It was not an inspection, It was to gather as much information as 
possible to present to the committee staff a full picture and at the 
same time gather information for ourselves. 

Mr. Durry. Were you aware of the fact that 4 of the 5 naval 
inspectors had signed statements to the effect that they had not 
checked the corrugation and curvatures of these foundation rings? 
In other words, they were derelict in their duties—Mr. Gibson was 
the responsible man in charge. Why was he selected to go out and 
check on what the particular inspectors did not do? Do you think he 
could make an objective report? 

Admiral Weaver. It was a question of gathering information to 
find out what the committee staff wanted. It wasn’t inspecting his 
own inspection work. 

Mr. Durry. I understand, but do you think your selection was 
wise? 

Admiral Weaver. Yes, I think it was wise on the basis of the infor- 
mation we were trying to gather. 

Mr. Durry. Would you think it would be more favorable to the 
inspection service for Mr. Gibson to find the bins in good condition 
rather than in poor condition? 

Admiral Weaver. I don’t think so in this case because we didn’t 
know what was wrong. 

The CuarrMan, I suggest we suspend this line of questioning until 
we hear Mr. Gibson, at which time we might wish to ask the admiral 
some further questions. . 

Thank you very much, Admiral. 

Mr. Gibson, will you come around, please. Will you be sworn. 

You do solemnly swear that the evidence you shall give before 
this Senate Investigating Subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Grason. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF MARX A. GIBSON 




















The CHarrMAN. State your name and place of residence. 
Mr. Gipson. Marx A. Gibson, 2110 North 47th Street, Kansas 
City, Kans. 
he CuarrMaNn. What position do you hold, or what is your occupa- ; 
tion! i 
Mr. Grsson. I am the Inspector Director in the Office of the 
Inspector of Naval Material in Kansas City, Mo. 
he CuarrMan. You are a civilian employee? 
Mr. Gipson. I am a civilian employee. 
The Caarrman. How long have you held that position? 
Mr. Graeson. I have held this position from October of 1945. 
The CuarrMan. Since 1945? 
Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 
The CuarrMan. Some 10 years, What are your duties in that 
position? 
Mr. Gipson. My duties are quite elaborate, Mr. Chairman. 
The Cuarrman. I just want them briefly. 
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Mr. Grsson. I am responsible for the inspection. 

The CuarrMan. You are responsible for naval inspection in that 
area? 

Mr. Gipson. In that area. 

The CuarrMaNn. Is that a particular district? 

Mr. Gipson. It is. It consists of the States of Wyoming, Colorado, 
Kansas, Nebraska, western half of Missouri, and the 12 southwest 
counties in Lowa. 

The CuarrMaNn. You have a prepared statement, have you? 

Mr. Greson. I do have a prepared statement, but some of my 
recommendations have been covered by Mr. Christiansen, and with 
the chairman’s permission, I would like to read the prepared statement 
down to the recommendations at this time. 

The CuarrMAN. You may proceed. 

Mr. Gisson. Mr. Chairman, my name is M. A. Gibson. I am the 
Inspector Director in the Office of the Inspector of Naval Material 
in Kansas City, Mo. This Office was responsible for the inspection 
of the grain storage bins at the Black, Sivalls & Bryson (B.S. & B.) 
factory. 

I have been previously interrogated by Mr. Houska, counsel for the 
Department of Agriculture, and Mr. Maloney, an investigator for the 
Department of Agriculture, on May 19, 1955, and, within the last 60 
days, I have been questioned three times by Mr. Duffy and once by 
Mr. Kennedy of your staff, in the matter of defective grain-storage 
bins. In addition, I participated voluntarily in a conference with 
representatives of the Department of Agriculture and fabricators and 
erectors of grain bins in Manhattan, Kans., in December 1954 to dis- 
cuss discrepancies in grain bins. I recently spent 10 days visiting 49 
sites and surveying 2,310 bins in the States of Kansas, Iowa, and 
Illinois. The results of this survey have previously been made avail- 
able to your committee. In Iowa, Mr. M. M. Angel, one of our in- 
spectors, and myself satisfactorily assembled a set of foot pads and 
foundation rings without any difficulty. 

Senator Munpt. What is the significance of that statement? Were 
Yow. ganeirenes you could do it or were you surprised the material was 
good? 

Mr. Gisson. I had been informed by the Department of Agricul- 
ture that they were extremely hard to assemble and it was very 
difficult to do so. 

Senator Munpt. You had been informed that the material was 
defective in some way and the significance of this statement is that 
it convinced the committee that the material was not defective? 

Mr. Greson. I would say that the significance of the statement is 
the fact’ that all the material was not defective in that respect. In 
other words, the ones that we picked at random were not difficult to 

assemble. 

Senator Munpr. You found some material in lowa that was not 
defective? 

Mr. Gisson. To my way of thinking, it was not defective in accord- 
ance with the contract requirements. I assembled it with a screw- 
driver from the back end of my car and a pair of pliers and a 50-cent 
wrench and a hammer which | used twice. 

The CuarrMan. That doesn’t indicate to me that they are very 
substantial, if you could assemble them with tools of that character. 
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Mr. Grrsson. That is what was used, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. To put up these big bins? 

Mr. Greson. That is what I used in assembling the footpads to 
the foundation rings. I took a picture in front of the county com- 
mitteemen who witnessed the assembling. 

Senator Munpr. What were you trying to disprove by assembling 
this or by making the statement? I am not clear—the allegation that 
the material wouldn’t go together? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right. 

Senator Munpr. When it got together it wouldn’t stay together. 
I thought that was it. 

Mr. Gipson. It was the allegation that it would not go together 
satisfactorily, and that they were extremely hard to assemble. They 
encountered difficulty all over the country assembling the bins. 
That was the reason. There was another reason back of this, too, if 
you are interested, if you want me to state it. 

The Cuarrman. We are interested. Tell us. 

Mr. Gipson. The other reason back of it is there were no tolerances 
upon the foundation rings or the footpads. My inspector at the 
plant, Mr. Angel, had made a statement to Mr. Houska and Mr. 
Maloney that the only way he could check these parts for being in 
accordance with the drawings was to have them assembled, which 
he did, and they had been assembled satisfactorily by the workmen 
in the plant. 

Now you understand that those people in the plant are skilled 
workmen. After we had assembled these pieces, I asked him, ‘‘Is this 
the same type of condition of the footpads and foundation rings of the 
ones you had assembled in the factory?” And he said yes. 

The CuarrmMan. Let’s proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Grsson. My report to Mr. Houska and Mr. Maloney sets 
forth our general method of inspecting Navy material similar to grain 
bins. In brief, this consists of erecting and checking a pilot model, 
reviewing manufacturer’s controls, cautioning our inspectors as to 
the parts where important variables may occur, surveying the manu- 
facturer’s controls daily, spot checking variables, and checking the 
packaging and loading. Our files contain progress reports written 
by the various inspectors on discrepancies found in fabrication, and the 
inspectors’ statements take note of defects which they required 
B.S. & B. to correct before shipment. Due to the delivery schedules 
which B. 8. & B. were required by contract to observe, Navy inspectors 
were responsible for inspecting 150 to 300 bins per day. This involves 
a daily maximum production of 1,800 footpads, 1,800 foundation 
sheets, 11,100 side sheets, 8,100 roof sheets, 300 door assemblies, 600 
floor sections, 300 ventilator assemblies, 300 ladder assemblies, and 
various other small parts. 

Before making the recent survey and detailed review on which I 
reported to the inspector of naval material at Kansas City under 
date of July 11, 1955, I recall having stated to Mr. Duffy of your 
staff that the drawings and specifications for grain bins as trans- 
mitted to us by the Department of Agriculture were adequate for 
making inspections which would avoid the sort of diserepancies which 
are now under consideration. Having completed this survey and 
detailed review of the specifications and drawings that the survey 


required, I now feel that they are insufficient in several important 
particulars. 
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The Cuarrman. Do I understand you have changed your mind 
now about drawings being sufficient? 

Mr. Greson. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMan. You first reported to the committee staff they 
were sufficient in order to make proper inspection? 

Mr. Grsson. I did, sir. 

The CHArRMAN. You say now they are inadequate in many par- 
ticulars, several important particulars? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. What caused you to change your mind? 

Mr. Gisson. This detailed review I made of the drawings and these 
specifications and on my field trip. 

The CuarrMan. In other words, when you looked into it thoroughly 
and adequately yourself, you found you had been in error? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right. 

The CuarrMan. Proceed. 

Senator Munpt. Wouldn’t normal prudence on the part of the 
Navy indicate that you should make that kind of detailed study 
first before beginning all these investigations? 

Mr. Gipson. I made a detailed review and study of the drawings 
and specifications continually while this investigation was going on. 

Senator Munpt. You didn’t discover that they were insufficient 
and inadequate until after our hearings began? 

Mr. Gipson. No, I. discovered they were insufficient and 
inadequate 

Senator Munpr. Let’s say after our investigators had talked to 
you. 

’ Mr. Gisson. That is right, after the interview by Mr. Duffy, I 
believe it was, on June 12. 

Senator Munpr. You didn’t discover they were inadequate until 
you had been contacted by an investigator from this committee? 

Mr. Gipson. That is right. 

Senator Munpr. Why? I am trying to—I am not critical of any- 
body at the moment. Why should the great United States Navy need 
a little old congressional committee to come knocking on their door 
asking questions before they could discover how to inspect a grain bin? 

I am thinking of the Navy that can inspect torpedo boats and 
submarines and airplanes. I am worried if they can’t inspect a grain 
bin without having a committee come along and ask questions. Why? 

Mr. Grsson. I didn’t understand the question completely, Senator. 

Senator Munpt. Why did you have to have an assist from a 
committee clerk to alert the Navy to the fact that you have got to 
have a drawing before you can inspect a grain bin and that the draw- 
ing has to say something? 

Mr. Greson. We shouldn’t have to, sir. 

Senator Munpt. You did have to. Why? Who slipped up? 

Mr. Gipson. Well, to a certain extent, I imagine we did in Kansas 
City. We have a certain responsibility that we are not trying to 
dodge. We have inspected grain bins ever since 1949, have bought 
them from the same manufacturer; the Department of Agriculture 
has bought them from the same manufacturer for 3 or 4 different 
years during that period, We had every reason to believe that the 
manufacturer was capable of producing the job. 

We had every reason to believe that the Department of Agriculture 
knew what they were doing when they placed the contracts and the 
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drawings, and we just did not make a close enough detailed review to 
see where our responsibilities really were in conflict, you might say, 
with those in the field. 

The CuarrmMan. Wouldn’t the Department of Agriculture have 
every reason to believe and expect that the Navy would look at the 
drawings and acquaint the inspectors with what was required suffi- 
ciently so they would make and be able to make a proper and ade- 
— inspection? They had aright to expect that of the Navy; didn’t 
they! 

Mr. Gipson. They did; yes. 

Senator Munpr. What else did your office in Kansas City inspect 
besides grain bins? 

Mr. Greson. At that period, we were inspecting about $5 million 
worth of material a month and possibly eight or nine hundred ship- 
ments, and I mean in addition to grain bins. 

Senator Munpt. What was the other material? 

Mr. Grsson. The other material is varied products all the way 
from electronic materials to paint, paint brushes, parts, proximity 
fuses. 

Senator Munpr. That intensifies my worry. What assurance do 
we have that there isn’t this casual approach to an inspector’s job 
at Kansas City when it comes to constructing weapons and electronics 
and proximity fuses? 

Mr. Gipson. The approach to the inspection of a product is usually 
based upon the end use of the product and a grain bin is considered 
of a commercial nature, and we guide our inspection toward that line. 

Senator Munpt. You have been doing this, you say, since 1949? 

Mr. Grpson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. 1949 or 1945 in Kansas City. 

Mr. Grsson. I think we have had grain bins out there 

Senator Munpr. 1949. In that period, at an earlier time did you 
ever discover any defective grain bins? Did your inspections ever 
produce any defective materials or result in changes or cancellations 
of orders or répayments, or refunds, or was this the first instance where 
you found defective materials in 1954 and 1955? 

Mr. Gipson. We have run onto discrepancies previously that were 
called to the Department of Agriculture’s attention, where the con- 
tractor had to request a change in his contract and a price change 
before we would accept the material and ship it. 

Senator Munpr. You have rejected material? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Is this the only case that you know of where you 
apparently let this stuff slip through the screen? 

Mr. Grsson. From the testimony that has been given here I have 
been informed that this has happened in other years, and in my 
survey out through the field I have seen grain bins erected in 1949 
that are in the very same condition they say these are, with the 
exception of the collapse of the sheets. 

In other words, there is a bulge in the side of the bin, as much as 
2 inches. The first ring overhangs the foundation ring. 

Senator Munpt. There is one discrepancy I would like to have 

ou clear up between your testimony and that of Mr. Christiansen. 

e said they didn’t have any pilot plant against which to check, and 
you say you did have a pilot plant? 
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Mr. Grsson. I didn’t think I said that, sir. 

Senator Munpt. You said in checking this consists of erecting and 
checking a pilot model. 

Mr. Grsson. That is a general statement placed in my statement 
to give the committee an idea of our method of inspection of this type 
of material. 

Senator Munpr. That is what I said. You said you had it, and 
he said you did not. 

Mr. Grsson. There was a pilot model erected. We were informed 
by, I think, B. S. and B. that there was a pilot model, and our in- 
spectors did check this pilot model. But I have since been informed 
that it was erected out of 1953 material. 

Senator Munpr. In other words, the pilot model from your testi- 
mony was erected by this company more to deceive your inspectors 
than to guide them because they didn’t use the kind of material in 
the pilot model that they used in building the grain bins; is that 
right? 

‘Mr. Grsson. I wouldn’t be qualified to answer that. 

Senator Munpr. You just got through answering it. You told me 
they built the pilot mond out of the 1953 material and other bins out 
of 1954 and 1955 material. 

Mr. Grsson. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. And if what you say is correct, and I assume it 
is, then obviously the result of building the pilot plant was to deceive 
your inspectors rather than to give them a criterion against which to 
match the products; is that correct? 

Mr. Grsson. It is possible. 

Senator Munpt. Is it right or wrong? I have never been in a 
grain bin manufacturing plant in Kansas City or any place else. I 
am looking for information. They built a pilot plant using 1953 
materials and then they say, ‘“‘We are building all plants like this,”’ 
and instead of that, they used cheaper and weaker and defective and 
deficient materials, it must be that the pilot plant was there as a 
masquerade instead of a guide. If it is wrong, say so. I want the 
facts. 

Mr. Gisson. I have not been told officially by anybody that that 
was 1953 material. I read it in, I believe, the hearings of this com. 
mittee. 

Senator Munpr. It was stated before. 

Mr. Grsson. My understanding is that Mr. Lineberry, the presi- 
dent of B. S. & B., had sent a letter to the committee stating that fact. 
That is the only information I have that it was 1953, except Mr. 
Maloney or Mr. Houska had advised me that they didn’t think that 
it was 1954 material. 

Senator Munpt. Who thought it wasn’t? 

Mr. Grason. Mr. Houska and Mr. Maloney of the Department of 
Agriculture told me that they were investigating to find out whether 
it was 1953 or 1954 material. 

Senator Munpt. Haven’t they discovered that yet? 

Mr. Grsson. That was a month or two previously that they told 
me that. So I have not been informed officially 

Senator Munpr. You are in charge of the inspection office in 
Kansas City? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Munpt. You have been doing this business since 1945, 
inspecting grain bins since 1949. This investigation has been running 
on for 90 days, and at this late date you don’t know whether the pilot 
plant was made out of 1953 material, 1954 material, 1955 material, 
or whether Noah brought it over on the Ark. 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. You can’t tell us? 

Mr. Grsson. No, sir. 

Senator Munprt. That is all for the time being. 

The CuairnMANn. Proceed, Counsel. 

Mr. Durry. Mr. Gibson, when you initially receive 

The CuarrMan. I believe you hadn’t quite finished your statement. 
Proceed with your statement as far as you care to go. 

Mr. Greson. I think that is far enough. Correction of these 
deficiencies in the drawings and specifications would improve possi- 
bility of ready assembly, interchangeability of parts as between 
manufacturers, weather tightness, and structural soundness. 

The CuarrMaNn. In other words, the deficiencies you found, now, 
if correction of them were made, you think that would make the bins 
acceptable? 

Mr. Gisson. The corrections that I have suggested here are for 
future procurement. 

The CuarrMan. I understand. You found sufficient insufficiencies 
that you feel corrective measures now should be taken and in your 


prepared statement you proceed to recommend what those corrective 
measures should be? 


Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Most of them are rather technical, but this No. 3 
intrigues me a bit. It says you suggest that hereinafter the speci- 
fications be amended to require that the bolt-hole sizes in the founda- 
tion ring and footpads be the same size as the bolt-hole sizes in the 
side sheets. 

Mr. Gipson. Yes. 

Senator Meunpvr. I suppose the side sheet is what you wrap around 
the foundation ring and you bolt it together; is that correct? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. Some place along the line so lax has been the 
procedure, that they don’t have the bolt holes the same size in the 
foundation ring and side sheet. 

Mr. Gisson. That is right. 

Senator Benper. How many of these exhibits did you find defec- 
tive? Were they all defective? 

Mr. Greson. That would be hard to answer. I think that you 
could say that anything is defective in some respect or another, that 
it all depends on how you want a classification on it. 

Senator BenpEer. You didn’t discover these defects until the mem- 
bers of our staff called them to your attention? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

Senator Benper. Aren’t you the inspector on the job? Aren’t 
you in charge of that? Is it necessary for a congressional committee 
to do the housekeeping for your inspection service? 

Mr. Gigson. Well, it shouldn’t. be, sir, but we had been led to 
believe that bins shipped on previous years had been satisfactory in 
every respect. 











GRAIN BINS—DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 115 


Senator Benper. Isn’t that your job, to inspect this sort of equip- 
ment, and weren’t you requested to make that inspection? 

Mr. Gisson. Yes, sir. 

Senator BenperR. Why did you fail? Why did you neglect to do so? 

Mr. Greson. I was lulled into the position of having to allocate my 
time to certain jobs and certain duties, and the fact that this job had 
been previously run several years satisfactorily, I did not consider 
that I should allocate too much of my time to it. 

Senator BenperR. You say you were lulled. Who lulled you? 

Mr. Greson. I say I was lulled by the fact that previous contracts 
had run through satisfactorily to the best of my knowledge. 

Senator Benprer. How much of a loss will the taxpayers suffer as 
a result of these faulty facilities? 

Mr. Greson. I don’t know, sir. 

Senator Benper. Would you venture a guess? 

Mr. Greson. I understand, sir, that there are provisions in the 
contract to recover losses, sir. 

Senator Benper. All right. I know we have a claims department 
and they have 30 employees, and the average pay is $5,000, and the 
last several years the department has recovered $31,000 in claims. 

I am wondering if you are going to turn this over to them. Is it 
necessary for us always to have to turn over from one bureaucrat to 
another and then in the long run get, the taxpayer be given the 
business? 

Mr. Greson. It shouldn’t be. 

Senator BenprerR. How much of a loss do we take as a result of the, 
failure to inspect? 

Mr. Grgson. I have no knowledge. 

Senator Munptr. About what does one grain bin cost? 

Mr. Greson. I can be wrong, but it is roughly around $594 at the 
factory. 

Senator Benprer. How much damage was done to the grain stored 
in the bin as a result of the bins being defective? 

Mr. Gipson. I have no knowledge of that. I only saw about half 
a gallon or a gallon of grain on the ground around all the bins. 

Senator Brenper. Is it possible for vermin and for other material 
to get in that doesn’t belong there? 

Mr. Gipson. It is possible that they could get in. I don’t remember 
seeing any holes big enough for mice to get in except where they 
mis-set the foundation ring. There is a cutout at that particular point 
in the foundation ring for the door of about 27 inches, and when they 
would set that out of position, they would take a pair of tin snips and 
cut another door opening. ‘This would leave an opening there where 
mice could get into the bin very easily. 

Senator Benper. Holes were not big enough for rats to get in? 

Mr.-Grsson. Well, at those points I imagine a small rat could get in. 

Senator Munpt. Whose responsibility was it in the area that you 
inspected to construct the bin on the bin site? Was that part of the 
function of the fabricator, that he send his people to build the bin, 
or did the local laborers put the bin together? 

Mr. Gipson. I have no knowledge of that directly, sir. I have 
been informed that they let contracts and in some cases one of our 
contracts provided that the B.S. & B. be responsible for the satis- 
factory erection even though it was done by another subcontractor. 
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(At this point Senator Bender left the hearing room.) 

Senator Munpr. Your inspection stopped en the material was 
loaded in Kansas City? 

Mr. Gipson. That is right. 

Senator Munpr. You had no inspectors on the site? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right. 

Senator Munpr. We had an interesting witness, here yesterday 
who tried to have us believe for a while that all you were doing was 
inspecting the shipping boxes, but the letter of instructions, as the 
committee read it, pretty clearly sets your responsibility in a much 
larger dimension than that and indicated that part of your responsi- 
bility was to inspect the material and the quality of the material, as 
well as the manner in which it was packed. Would you refute that 
or agree with it? 

Mr. Grsson. I agree with the statement in the contract, sir, that 
we interpret our duties to be responsible for the duties as outlined in 
the contracts and the specifications. 

Senator Munpr. That is a little vague. It doesn’t answer the 
question. 

Mr. Grsson. I am sorry. 

Senator Munpr. Do you interpret that contract to mean that part 
of your inspectors’ duties include the following? You checked on the 
quality of the material? 

Mr. Grrson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Right? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. You checked on the manner in which the fabri- 
cator followed the specifications? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. Right number of holes and the correct dimensions, 
et cetera? 

Mr. Gisson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. You checked on the loading and packaging of it 
to the point that it was put on the truck or the freight car? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. That was your job? 

Mr. Greson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. So that when we were led to believe this was a 
oopngere inspection, that is not the complete story? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right, sir. There was a 

Senator Munpr. Part of it? 

Mr. Greson. Yes; there was a dispute or a question in our own 
organization in Kansas City that was brought to my attention, the 
immediate supervisor of the job or the contract questioned what our 
responsibilities were, but we did decide definitely it was the complete 
inspection of the material. 

Senator Munpr. Are you sure he told that decision to all inspectors? 
Maybe some of them were just inspecting shipping boxes. 

Mr. Grsson. I am sure told them. Maybe they didn’t do it. 


The Cuarrman. Mr. Gibson, it. was the Navy’s responsibility, was 
it not, to make such inspection at the t to insure that the material 
was of the quality and kind that the specifications called for and 
that it was fabricated pacemog + design so as to serve the purpose 
for which the Government was buying; is that correct? 
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Mr. Gisson. That is right, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Was there any real confusion—first, after you 
inspected it at the plant to determine the quality, fitness, of the mate- 
rial and its fabrication and that it was loaded properly, the Navy’s 
responsibility ended there; is that correct? 

In other words, you did not inspect in the field after they were 
erected or supervise the erection of the bins? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right, sir. 

The CHatRMAN, But when you made the inspection at the plant, 
you had to certify, and it was your responsibility to certify the Navy’s 
responsibility, to certify that it met their requirements at the time it 
was shipped; is that correct? 

Mr. Gipson, That is right. 

The CuatrMan. And you did so certify on the shipment of these 
bins, the Navy did; is that correct? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

The CuarrMan. Now, then, was there any confusion in your mind 
or that of your inspectors with regard to the character of inspection 
they should make at the plant? 

Mr. Grisson. We used 4 or 5 men on that, and undoubtedly there 
was some confusion in some of their minds as to how much detail 
they should go into on each one of these variables. 

The CuarrMan. Let me ask you this. If you were going to make 
an inspection at all to protect the interests of the Government, that 
inspection should have been thorough with respect to the material 
used, whether it came up to requirements, also whether it was properly 
fabricated so that when it reached the destination for erection, it 
could be erected in accordance with the designs and plans and specifi- 
cations of the Government’s order; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Now, you did receive instructions from the De- 
partment of Agriculture with respect to inspection, did you not? 

Mr. Gipson. That is right. 

The CHarrMan. You prepared and gave to the staff—you prepared 
and submitted to Mr. Maloney of the Department of Agriculture, 
did you not, on May 20, 1955, a written statement in which you dis- 
cussed the inspection requirements? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. I read from that statement, and let’s see if this is 
correct: 





When the letter came in— 


I assume you are referring to the letter of instruction requesting the 
Navy to perform the inspection service— 


when the letter came in, there was a question about what type of inspection was 
required, and Mr. Timberlake, Mr. Carson, and I discussed the type of inspection 
methods and procedures. 

The first sentence of the latter states, ‘It is requested that you make inspection 
of the materials described in the enclosed papers which related to two contracts, 
30396, 30397, with B. 8. & B., Inc., Kansas City, Mo.” The other statement is 
that, “Shipping inspection, including check loading and checking to insure delivery 
of satisfactory material is desired.’ 

These two statements appear to be somewhat in conflict, so a discussion was 
entered into, and it was agreed that we would inspect the grain bins in accordance 
with the papers which were furnished by the Department of Agriculture. 
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By the papers, do you mean the designs and specifications that 
were enclosed in that letter? 

Mr. Greson. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrMan. Requesting the services of the Navy to inspect? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

The Caarrman. Then you go on. 

Senator Munpt. By that letter you mean the letter of July 4? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. You remember the letter? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Now, you say further: 

If we were only going to do an inspection called out in this last statement, 
“shipping inspection including check loading and check to insure delivery of 
satisfactory material,’ the only time we would do any inspecting at all would be 
when the cargo was loaded. 

You reasoned out that certainly that inspection called for more 
than just at the time the cargo was loaded? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

The CuarrmMan. Then you say: 

There is, as far as we are concerned, a pretty strict definition as to what shipping 
inspection includes and what our responsibilities are regarding shipping inspection. 
We have a manual that defines what shipping inspection is and mostly it consists 
of the responsibility to see that the material is loaded, blocked, and shipped and 
marked satisfactorily, which relieves us of any responsibility as to the fabrication 
of the units themselves. Mr. Carson, Mr. Timberlake, and I thought our in- 
spection duties were broader than that. 

In other words, before you started the inspection, you resolved that 
question that your duties were not limited just to the loading and 
checking at that time, but that your duties were broader and that the 
inspection required an inspection that would determine whether the 
material was of the quality or whether the fabrication was in accord- 
ance with the specifications; is that not correct? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right, sir. 

The CuarrMan. You go on to say: 

In addition, we did what we would say would be our normal type of inspection 
on this type of commodity, which includes the checking of the erected pilot bin 
and approval of that first bin when it is erected. That is the first step. Then 
we check upon the manufacturer’s methods of quality control, of his product, in 
his plant. 

Now, did you proceed in that manner to make the character of 
inspection that you resolved at that time after discussing the matter 
that it was your duty to make? 

Mr. Gisson. They did. 

The Cuarrman, If these bins were defective, how can you account 
for the fact—I mean, if they were defective in material or fabrication— 
how can you account for the fact that you made, if you made a proper 
inspection, that so many of them according to the testimony for this 
committee, that so many of them proved to be defective at the point 
of erection? 

How can you account for it if a proper inspection was made at the 
plant? 

Mr. Gisson. That is going to take quite a lot of answering. 

The Cuarrman. I am sure it would take a little answering, but 
that is what we are inquiring into. 

Mr. Grason. I think first is the fact that we had no tolerances on 
our drawings. 
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The CuarrMan. What do you mean now? The drawings submitted 
to you were insufficient? 

Mr. Greson. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. What do you mean by ‘‘tolerances?”’ That is a 
leeway? 

Mr. Gipson. That is right. Say the bolt hole spacings on the side 
sheets or horizontal spacings should be 9% inches. They say they shall 
be 9 inches. They leave it up to the manufacturer to make it 9% 
inches. 

The CuarrMan. If the drawings submitted to you allowed for no 
tolerances, then that required a more rigid inspection to see that there 
were no tolerances in the fabrication; did it not? You set up your 
own tolerances? 

Mr. Gipson. The tolerances are contained in the specifications in 
the manner that these bins shall be satisfactorily erected in the field. 
That is the only tolerance upon the holes on the bolt-hole spacings. 

The CuarrmMan. Where there are no tolerances, then, that requires 
a greater standard of efficiency in their fabrication than if tolerances 
were allowed in the specification; would it not? 

Mr. Gisson. No. It is usually the opposite, sir. 

The CHarrMAN. I am not an engineer. 

Mr. Gisson. When you want a dimension controlled, you usually 
specify how close you want that dimension controlled. 

The Cuarrman. I know, usually, but in this instance you are saying 
there were no tolerances, and if the specifications called for a piece of 
material to be 10 feet 1 inch long and there are no tolerances, then by 
what right would the inspectors have to accept a piece of material in 
the fabrication that was 10 feet 3 inches long or lacked an inch of being 
10 feet, or was only 10 feet? How did you arrive at tolerances if 
none were provided in the specifications? 

Mr. Grsson. That is what I was explaining a while ago to Senator 
Mundt, the fact that we had to go to the field to erect some of these 
foundations and footpads because that is the way the man inspected 
them in the plants. He had to have them assembled to see whether 
they would work satisfactorily. 

The CHatrmMan. When did you go to the field to make these 
erections you are speaking of? 

Mr. Gipson. That was on this trip that I was directed to make. 

The CuarrmMan. That is just recently? 

Mr. Gipson. That is right. 

The CuarrmMan. That is after the 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

The CuarrMan. That is after the horse had been stolen. I am talk- 
ing about your inspection at the time of inspecting when you were 
performing the duty 

Mr.-Gisson. That is the only way we have to inspect. 

The CuarrmMan. How did you arrive at what tolerances should be 
then or should be allowed, since none were in the specifications? 

Mr. Grsson. The tolerances that it shall be assembled satisfactorily. 

The CuHarrman. You didn’t go out to see if it was assembled 
satisfactorily until this investigation started? 

Mr. Gisson. One of our inspectors, sir, has assembled some of 
these in the plant in different su assemblies. 

The CuarrMan. You had a pilot set up there? 
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Mr. Grsson. No; this was later during the production. 

The Cuarrman. During production? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. You did have some assembled? 

Mr. Gipson. We had you might say rings assembled to each other, 

The Cuarrman. Had what? 

Mr. Gisson. The grain bins are made up in 6 rings, you know, 
6 sets of rings. One of our inspectors had these assembled in the 
plant to see if they would work satisfactorily. 

The CuarrMAN. One did. How many inspectors did you have 
there? 

Mr. Gisson. We had, I believe, 5 or 6 inspectors working on the job. 
This particular individual came onto the job around the second con- 
tract and worked quite a little on the last one. 

Senator Munpr. What were these inspectors paid? 

Mr. Gisson. Most, I would say all of them, had a starting pay of 
$4,205 and with the raise now, I guess the salary is around $4,500. 

Senator Munpr. Were they all beginners, all starters? 

Mr. Grisson. No; some of these men had worked for us during the 
last- war and had been rehired. 

Senator Munpt. How much were they earning? 

Mr. Grsson. They couldn’t go over, | think the top in that grade 
would be $4,995 before the raise. 

Senator Munpr. What? 

Mr. Gipson. $4,995. 

Senator Munpr. They are not engineers? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right. 

Senator Munpr.* They are just mechanics? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right. 

The CuarrMan. All right, Mr. Counsel. 

Mr. Durry. Did these particular inspectors receive specific in- 
structions? Did you read the statement these five inspectors sub- 
mitted? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. Have you read them all closely? 

Mr. Greson. Yes. 

Mr. Durry. Do you know if all inspectors received specific instruc- 
tions as to the type of inspection? 

Mr. Girsson. I don’t know. 

Mr. Durry. You have read the statement? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes. 

Mr. Durry. Don’t those statements say some inspectors received 
specific instructions and some say they did not? 

Mr. Gisson. I would’t be surprised. I wouldn’t question it, 

Mr. Durry. One inspector stated he used B. S. & B. drawings 
instead of Agriculture drawings to determine type of inspection; is 
that right? 

Mr. Gisson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. Do you think he should have used B.S. & B. drawings? 

Mr. Grsson. That is a 

Mr. Durry. Mr. Gibson, doesn’t the Department of iculture 
furnish you with drawings? Why should you use B. S. & B. draw- 
ings? There may be deviations. 
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Mr. Gisson. The Department of Agriculture drawings are pretty 
much inadequate. 

Mr. Durry. So you go to B.S. & B. drawings and use those? 

Mr. Gisson. The Department of Agriculture drawings say that 


















her, the bin shall be 18 feet approximately in diameter. 
q Mr. Durry. Mr. Gibson, I think that if these drawings are inade- 
OW, uate, why didn’t you advise Washington they were inadequate so 
the @ they could clarify the point? The last paragraph of the letter you 
q received says that if there are any administrative questions, notify 
ive @ Mr. McLain of the Department of Agriculture and it gave his tele- 
phone number. 
ob. Mr. Gisson. That is right. 
on- Mr. Durry. Why didn’t you do that? 
Mr. Grsson. I have stated previously here that this job had been 
running satisfactorily 4 or 5 times previously and no complaints had 
of been received by our organization. 
0. Mr. Durry. You know that 4 of the 5 naval inspectors did not 
check the curvatures of the foundation ring? 
he Mr. Grason. That is right. 
Mr. Durry. Two of the inspectors do not remember checking the 
top corrugation of the foundation ring; is that correct? 
de Mr. Grsson. That is possible. 





Mr. Durry. Three of them can’t remember? 

Mr. Gipson. That is possible. 

Mr. Durry. Isn’t the top corrugation on this foundation ring one 
of the principal problems, or do you know that? 

Mr. Grsson. Personally, I think the distance and the spacings of 
the bolt holes is of greater importance than the corrugation. 

Mr. Durry. On these bolt spacings—incidentally, the drawings 
which were furnished by B. S. & B. on the 900 perfection-type bin, 
the manufacturer’s own design, I understand those drawings did not 
contain the bolt spacings; is that correct? 

Mr. Gipson. You were talking about the horizontal hole spacing. 

Mr. Durry. Horizontal wall sheets. 

Mr. Grisson. That is correct. 

Mr. Durry. Now the specifications do state what these particular 
bolt spacings should be; is that correct? 

Mr. Grsson. That is correct. 

Mr. Durry. Why did you pass these particular wall sheets 18% 
inches when they should not have been more than —— 

Mr. Grsson. That was never brought to my attention by anyone 
during the contract. 

Mr. Durry. Don’t you have a technical division in your inspection 
to go over drawings to determine accuracy? 

Mr. Gipson. Our technical division is not charged with going over 
drawings to determine the accuracy of the drawings. 

The Caarrman. If somebody didn’t check them in your organiza- 
tion, how would you ascertain whether the drawings were adequate to 
enable you to make a proper inspection? 

Mr. Greson. That is usually left up to the division supervisor. 

(At this point Senator Symington entered the hearing room.) 

The Cuarrman. Who is he? . 

Mr. Grsson. The man directly responsible for the inspection in that 
plant, sir. In other words, he doesn’t do the inspection, but he super- 
vises people in the plant. 
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Mr. Durry. Would you be willing to admit that these particular 
900 perfection-type bins are not in accordance with Government 
specifications, and Navy inspectors certified them as in accordance 
with Government specifications? 

Mr. Greson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. Why? Is there some suspicion that this is a matter 
of deliberate laxity or is this ordinary bureaucratic indifference? 

Mr. Greson. I asked the inspector about that, I think, Thursday. 
I asked him if he had brought that particular thing, the 18- or 9-inch 
bolthole spacing, to anybody’s attention at a higher echelon in our 
organization, to the technical department or to his supervisor. He 
said to the best of his ability to remember, he could not remember 
definitely bringing it to anybody’s attention, but that it had taken 
place a year before, and it is possible that he did bring it to his 
supervisor’s attention. 

Senator Munprt. Do these inspectors who let all this defective 
material be foisted off on the Government by this company, in your 
opinion, do they lack the ability to inspect or lack the diligence to do 
their job? What is wrong? I am assuming there is no graft or corrup- 
tion involved or dishonesty, and if there isn’t, it is a lack of either 
ability or diligence, or both. 

Mr. Gipson. Part of it is time. 

Senator Munprt. Part of it is what? 

Mr. Gipson. Part of it is time. 

Senator Munpr. Too much to do? 

Mr. Gisson. On this particular grain bin program there is a terrific 
pressure about it. In all my inspection for the Navy Department I 
have never seen any programs pushed harder by management than the 
grain bin programs to meet their delivery schedules. 

Senator Munpt. That would explain a bad bin slipping through 
now and then, but the statistics supplied to me are that 336 of the 396 
bins that held grain have failed. That is almost getting to be 100 
percent. It would seem that if time were the only element, that at 
least on the ones they did inspect, they would have found defective 
material. 

I think it must come back to either lack of ability or lack of diligence 
unless corruption is involved—and I see no charges of that made. 

Mr. Grsson. The inspector stated he went into that particular 
phase of it. 

Senator Munpt. What did he come out with? 

Mr. Gipson. He came out with the fact that he was furnished a 
B.S. & B. drawing by the Department of Agriculture as an approved 
drawing which listed a detailed drawing of B. S. & B.’s which called 
out the 18-inch bolthole centers. I personally thought he was right 
at first until I made a diligent study of the specifications. 

Senator Munpt. Then what did you discover? 

Mr. Grsson. Then I discovered that in my opinion I think he is 
wrong, as I stated a minute ago. 

Senator Munpr. Wrong in which way? 

Mr. Gipson. We were wrong in aeceptine the bins with the 18-inch 
bolthole spacings. I understand from reading Mr. Locraft’s testi- 
mony, that there is possibly some other i formation I don’t have in 
regard to this contract being let before dra,ings were approved. 
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Now, there might have been drawings approved that I do not have 
any knowledge of. 

Senator Munprt. I have another question about that pilot plant. 
You have answered Mr. Duffy, or rather the chairman, by saying 
you started out by inspecting the pilot plant. You did make an 
inspection, or your inspectors made an inspection of that; did they 
not? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Isn’t there some way that a good inspector could 
look at a plant and determine whether it was 1953 material or not? 

Mr. Grsson. He would have to make a study of, or survey, of the 
plant’s production to see what they had in production and possibly 
check some timecards to see when the material was actually run. 

Senator Munpr. Wouldn’t it be part of a diligent inspector’s job or 
an able inspector’s job in looking at a pilot plant to ascertain whether 
the pilot plant was made of the same material as the commercial 
plant? I have never been an inspector, but the first thing 1 would 
do is find out whether this is really a pilot plant made of the material 
that is going to be used. Did you make that inspection yourself? 

Mr. Gipson. No. 

Senator Munpr. Had you done it youself, would you have done 
what I suggested or not? 

Mr. Grsson. It is possible I would have. I have inspected quite 
a few of the pilot grain bins myself. 

Senator Munpr. When you inspect it do you try to ascertain that 
the material is the same material from which they are going to make 
the rest of the bins, or just see that it is a good plant and let it go? 

Mr. Grgson. We usually try to ascertain that it is production 
material. 

Senator Munpr. Isn’t that part of your job of inspecting the pilot 
plant? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. So whoever inspected the pilot plant fell down on 
that single feature, certainly? 

Mr. Gipson. We surveyed this pilot plant before we even had any 
instructions, letters, or anything else from anybody, due to the rush 
of this program. 

In other words, I don’t even know who called us to say that they 
had a bin up. Someone undoubtedly called our office and told our 
division supervisor that they wanted someone out to inspect the pilot 
bin as they had probably been awarded a contract. I think the pilot 
om up about 2 days after the contract was signed, or some such 
period. 

Senator Munptr. Were they making an inspection so they would 
know what a grain bin would look like? 

Mr. Gipson. No, they did some dimensional checking. They 
checked it dimensionally on the overall dimensions and found some 
complaints in it. 

Senator Munopr. It looks to me like they inspected it about the 
—_ the Russian farmers are inspecting grain bins in South Dakota 
today. They see a grain bin and an elevator and a henhouse, but an 
inspection would start with an ascertainment of whether it was 
production material? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right. 

65818—55——9 





124 GRAIN BINS—DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Senator Munpr. It would be a must? 

Mr. Grisson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. You agree to that? 

Mr. Grpson. Yes. 

Senator Munprt. And that was not done? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Now, one other question. What was the specific 
nature of the deficiencies which resulted in the failure of these grain 
bins? Did they all involve these 18-inch dimensions or were there other 
deficiencies? 

Mr. Gipson. I have some recommendations, sir, that I think will 
cover the deficiencies pretty clearly. 

Senator Munpr. I didn’t get that. 

Mr. Gipson. I say I have some recommendations that I think will 
cover the deficiencies. 

Senator Munpr. That would eliminate them in the future? 

Mr. Grsson. In the future. 

Senator Munpt. That is fine. We appreciate that. What were 
the specific deficiencies in the instant case that resulted in this failure 
of grain bins? We talked a lot about an 18-inch dimension. Was there 
something else wrong with the material? Were there other inade- 
quacies or tolerances that were too great, or other indications of failure 
on the part of the fabricator or did it all stem out of this 18-inch 
dimension? 

Mr. Gipson. I think it is multiple. For one thing the yield strength 
of the steel was not specified, and I have been informed that the check- 
ing of the strength by the Bureau of Standards has shown that they 
only had a 5-percent safety factor in these bins 

Senator Munpr. Tensile strength was not great enough? 

Mr. Gipson. That is right. In other words, it was not specified. 

Senne Munopt. All right, but it was not great enough to do the 
job? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right, they only had a 5-percent safety factor. 

Senator Munpr. The man making grain bins should know what 
tensile strength is required to hold the grain and whether it was speci- 
rn or not it would seem he should use materials sufficient to do the 
ob. 
Mr. Grsson. I think so. 

Senator Munpt. That is one weakness, the material was not strong 
enough. Secondly: 

Mr. Gipson. Secondly, there are two different methods of fabricat- 
ing the foundation ring and the side sheets, and in those methods of 
fabrication—and I also understand it was complicated by subcon- 
tractors—steel of different tensile strength undoubtedly was used. 
We also have a hot-dip galvanizing on this foundation ring, which 
can cause a deformation of the foundation ring after being formed. 

It is also possible that there could be some shrinkage, I don’t know 
absolutely on this, so I had better omit it. 

Senator Munpt. There are two methods in fabricating? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right. 

Senator Munpt. My dad used to tell me there are two methods of 
doing everything, the right and the wrong, and they must have used 
the wrong; is that right? 
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Mr. Grsson. No. The drawings make one method of fabrication 
on the foundation ring and another method on the first ring of the bin. 

Senator Munprt. The fact that they didn’t use the same method on 
both processes indicated difficulty? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. The Department of Agriculture recognized 
that by using a completely corrugated sheet in that foundation ring 
on 1956 procurement. 

Senator Munpt. The third weakness is the matter of tooling the 
material? 

Mr. Gipson. No, sir. I would like to pursue that further. 

In that method of fabrication we have come up with a variable bolt- 
hole spacing. The sheets that I checked in the field and also checking 
Mr. Locraft’s reports, I think we come up pretty close to the fact that 
in the foundation sheets, boltholes are about 9 feet, 4% inches from one 
end of the sheet to the other, while in the side sheets, which are bought 
corrugated and punched and then rolled into the curvature, the bolt- 
holes have stretched. 

In other words, the sheet has stretched in this rolling operation 
which gives a variable spacing, which from Mr. Locraft’s report and 
also my checking, I find they run about 9 feet, 4% or 9 feet, 4—you 
could add another sixteenth. 

Senator Munpt. The boltholes should not have been punched until 
after the rolling process had taken place or the material was too weak? 

Mr. Gipson, Either. There should be allowance for that stretch. 
This would be hard to conceive, just what it was going to be. The 
different heats would vary and it would be hard to allow for the 
change. Either that or it should have the holes punched afterward. 

Senator Munpr. Anything else now? I am trying to find out 
specifically why the job failed. You have given us 3 or 4 very inter- 
esting and informative reasons. Are there others? 

Mr. Gipson. The other reason is, I would say, because the founda- 
tion rings were not placed in a circle in the field. 

Senator Munpt. What? 

Mr. Grsson. When the foundation rings were placed in the field 
by the erection contractors, they were not placed in a circle. 

Senator Munpt. One of the factors you think was in the erection? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. Where they used the material, they didn’t place 
the foundation rings in a circle? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right. 

Senator Munptr. How did they place them? Did they make a 
square grain bin out of a circular 

Mr. Gipson. They ended up by having flat sides on them. Then 
the next sheet would overhang the flat spot. 

Senator Munprt. Are those bins for which B. S. & B. were respon- 
sible for erecting or were these bins for which the local county com- 
mittees were responsible, or don’t you know? 

Mr. Grsson. I think it would be both, possibly, or different con- 
tracts. One place it might be B. S. & B. and the other two places 
would be the county committee. 

There is another factor. I think it has caused a number of failures. 

That is the sheets from the fourth and fifth ring have been placed 
in the first ring position. Now the sheets on the fourth and the fifth 
ring are 20 gage, and in numerous places I found that sheets of the 20 
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gage were down on the bottom ring where the 18-gage sheets were 
supposed to be, and they had collapsed. 

; ee Munpr. Would that be an erection failure or a construction 
ailure? 

Mr. Gipson. Well, from what I could find out it was both. In 
other words, I was unable to get into a lot of bins because they were 
filled and in other cases when they were empty they will usually have 
seals on them, but I was able to see that the sheets were marked cor- 
rectly and were marked for the fourth and fifth rings. 

In other words, they were marked correctly but had been misplaced 
by the erection contractors and at one site in Illinois I found four 
bins where the sheets were too thin and were marked correctly. | 
mean they were marked incorrectly. In other words, it would be 
fabrication and our inspectors fault. 

Senator Munpr. I have one other question. At least since the 
staff members have been talking with you, you have been giving this 
a lot of thought, have been doing investigating, and have been trying 
to find out what went wrong; is that right? 

Mr. Gizsson. That is right. 

Senator Munpr. As a result of that, now you are testifying here 
before us under oath. 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munptr. Would it be your testimony that this failure of 
the grain bins was the result of a sort of a big carnival of carelessness 
on the part of everybody, or do you feel there may have been some 
intimation of graft or corruption or dishonesty involved whereby some 
of your inspectors were bribed or bought to make decisions not in 
line with the facts? 

Mr. Greson. I think the first, sir. I don’t think there was any 
corruption. 

Senator Munpr. You have no intimation or feeling that anybody 
got to some of your people and deliberately got them to do something 
dishonest? 

Mr. Grsson. No, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Senator Symington. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Gibson, you are the inspector general of 
the naval materiel in Kansas City? 

Mr. Gizsson. Inspector director. 

Senator Symineton. What does that mean? 

Mr. Grsson. It means I am responsible for the inspection of the 
material that is purchased by the various defense agencies and any 
other orders that are transferred to us. 

Senator Symincton. How many inspectors have you got under 
you? 

Mr. Gisson. At that time there was approximately 48 or 49, and 
I think now it is down to about 42. 

Senator Symineton. Do you have a college degree? 

Mr. Grsson. No, sir. 

Senator Syminecron. Have you ever worked in a plant as a tool- 
maker or machinist? 

Mr. Grsson. No, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Are you a draftsman by training? 

Mr. Grsson. I have had no training, but 1 have had mechanical 
engineering training in the university. 
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Senator Symineton. You have had what? 

Mr. Gisson. I have had mechanical engineering. 

Senator Symineton. What kind of engineering training? 

Mr. Gipson. Mechanical, in the university, but. I didn’t graduate. 

Senator SymrneTon. You are not a draftsman, you have never 
been a toolmaker or design or process engineer. What does your 
engineering training consist of? 

Mr. Greson. Well, some work at the University of Llinois. 

Senator Symineton. What kind of work? 

Mr. Grsson. Mechanical engineering. 

Senator Symrneton. What kind of mechanical engineering? 

Mr. Grsson. I only went 2 years, sir. 

Senator Syminaton. I beg your pardon. 

Mr. Gipson. I only went 2 years. 

Senator Symineton. Describe the courses to us. 

Mr. Greson. I took drafting and perspective drawing. 

Senator Syminaton. I see. In other words, you took the two 
elementary courses and didn’t complete and get your M. E.? 

Mr. Gipson. That is right. 

Senator Symineton. How old are you? 

Mr. Gipson. Forty-six. 

Senator SyminetTon. You are 46? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. This company is 63 years old, so it has been 
in business since before you vere born, as I understand it. 

Mr. Gisson. That is right. 

Senator Symineron. Is that right? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

Senator SyMINGTON. at do you think of the company? Do you 
think it is a good company or a bad company? 

Mr. Gisson. Well, up to this time we have considered them as one 
of our better companies. 

Senator Syminetron. Up to what time? 

Mr. Grsson. Up until this grain bin 

Senator Symington, When you say “we consider”’ 

Mr. Grsson. I mean I will state I consider them. 

Senator Symineton. To whom do you report? 

Mr. Gipson. Lieutenant Commander Sanders. 

Senator Symineron. Lieutenant Commander Sanders? 

Mr. Grason. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. What is his job? 

Mr. Grsson. He is Assistant for Materiels. 

Senator Symineron. He is Assistant for Materiels? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Is there any other work you do that has to 
do with naval work, like inspecting bins or supervising the construc- 
tion of theater inspection on Government posts? How did you get 
in this business in the beginning? 

_ Mr. Grgson. I cant as an inspector in the automobile factories 
in Detroit about a year and a half. 

Senator Symineron. How did the Navy get into the business? 
Ms Gipson. How did the Navy get into the inspection of grain 

ins? 

Senator Symineron. That is my question. 
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(At this point Senator Mundt left the hearing room.) 

Mr. Grisson. We do this work on request for other Government 
agencies. 

Senator Syminetron. Who requested that in this case? 

Mr. Gisson. The Department of Agriculture. 

‘ Senator Symineton. Now, Mr. Gibson, I have read your statement 
ere. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sorry I haven’t been able to be at all of these 
hearings, but I have been following them, and my administrative 
assistant attended them all. 

It is a fact, is it not, when you take an order, you take it on the basis 
of the specifications given you? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Do you know anything different from that? 

Mr. Grsson. No, sir. 

Senator Symrnetron. Therefore, if the specifications are wrong and 
you can make the article to specifications, the inspector should be 

lamed, not the manufacturer; isn’t that a fair statement? 

Mr. Gipson. I wouldn’t say so. 

Senator Symineton. You would? 

Mr. Grsson. I would not. 

Senator Symincton. You would not? 

Mr. Gipson. No, sir. 

Senator Symrneton. In other words, if you follow the specifications, 
if the specifications are wrong, nevertheless you are still wrong for not 
following the specifications; is that what you are trying to tell the 
committee? 

Mr. Gipson. I must have misunderstood you. 

Senator Symincron. If the specifications are wrong and you produce 
the article in accordance with the specifications and the primary 
responsibility is in the specifications, not in the manufacturer; isn’t 
that correct? 

Mr. Gisson. That is correct. 

Senator Symineron. I spent a good many years in business, and I 
have had a good many naval inspectors in plants and to the best of 
my knowledge that is true. 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

Senator SyMINGTON. o made these specifications? 

Mr. Grsson. The Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Symineton. The premise was that if they asked the Navy 
Department to handle the inspection of the articles, that the Navy 
Department knew something about it, enough about it to be able to do 
that properly, which would be efficiently; is that correct? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right. 

Senator Symineton. Yet, based on your own statements, you didn’t 
know enough about it to handle it efficiently because now you think 
the specifications should be changed? 

Mr. Gipson. I do think they should be changed. 

Senator Symincton. You yourself did not know the details of this, 
but as Inspector Director, as I get it, when you found out what your 
inspectors were doing, you found out first that the specifications 
themselves were wrong, and secondly, that your inspectors weren’t 
inspecting properly; is that correct? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, I found out both. 
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Senator Symineron. Then on what basis do you think a manufac- 
turer can be blamed for making an improper product, especially when 
based on your own testimony, part of the problem has to do with 
erection? 

Mr. Gipson. I am sorry, Senator. I don’t know if I can answer 
that question. 

Senator Symineron. I will put it to you another way. 

You are under oath, and you have given a statement here stating 
where the drawings and specifications should be improved in order 
that a proper article can be fabricated. 

Mr. Gmseow, That is right. 

Senator Symincron. That being true, how can you expect the manu- 
facturer to make a proper article if these specifications are wrong and 
the inspection is wrong, both of which you volunteered here this 
morning? 

Mr. Gipson. Well, as you so ably pointed out, they have had a lot 
more experience than I have in this, and—— 

Senator Symincron. I am not talking about experience. I am 
talking about responsibility. 

Mr. Gipson. How can I expect them to—— 

Senator Symineron. How can you expect the manufacturer, if he 
follows the specifications, to be blamed for following the specifications 
regardless of whether the article is right or wrong that he produces? 

Mr. Gipson. I can’t blame the manufacturer. 

Senator Symincton. That I think would be the fair answer. The 
next question is: If you have inspectors on the job, when the inspector 
passes the article in the plant, the fabricator in most cases has nothing 
to do with erection, when the inspector passes the article, the Govern- 
ment approves the article; is that right? 

Mr. Grsson. According to the terms of the contract, yes. 

Senator Symineron. If the Government puts an inspector on a line 
of merchandise and stamps it with the approval of the Government, 
then at that point the manufacturer is in the clear; is he not? 

Mr. Gipson. No, sir. 

Senator Symineron. He is not? 

Mr. Grsson. No. 

Senator Symineton. Why is that, because of poor inspection? 

Mr. Gipson. No, sir; because the terms of the contract set forth 
his responsibilities in the matter to have an acceptable grain bin 
erected in the field. 

Senator Symineton. Suppose he doesn’t erect the grain bin, the 
manufacturer. Is it still his responsibility that it be erected properly 
in the field? 

Mr. Gisson. He is responsible under the terms of these contracts, 
the way I understand it, to furnish a bin that will erect satisfactorily 
in the field. 

Senator Symineton. In other words, as I understand it, you say 
that if a fellow makes structural steel according to blueprints and 
that he is responsible for that bridge being constructed properly, if 
the sireoturel steel was to go into a beige ge, even though he has 
nothing to do with the erection of the bridge, and the bridge is made 
wrong, is that what you are trying to say? 

Mr. Gipson. I am a little confused. 
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Senator SymincTon. I was in this business a good many years my- 
self as a manufacturer. 

Mr. Greson. I know. 

Senator Symincron. You make an article, you have your own in- 
spectors inspect that article—that is, the company itself. This com- 
pany has been in business 63 years. 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

Senator Symineron. All I am trying to do is see the company 
gets a fair break. They are my constituents, and I am as much in- 
terested in this company as you are in the Navy, maybe more so, 
based on what you think of some of the Navy specifications. 

Mr. Gizson. That is not Navy specifications. It is Department of 
Agriculture. 

Senator Symineton. I beg your pardon. I stand corrected. 

Now, an article is produced in a plant according to specifications, 
and the inspectors at that plant pass the article. They think the 
article is correct. At that point the naval inspectors operating for 
the Department of Agriculture—which is to me quite an interesting 
development in bureaucracy—they are asked whether or not the 
material is right or wrong; are they not? 

Mr. Grsson. That is nght. 

Senator Symineron. It was what they were in the plant for? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes. 

Senator Symineton. O. K. They say this material is all right. 

Mr. Gipson. Yes. 

Senator Symineton. Now that material leaves the plant; doesn’t it? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

aoe Symineoron. It goes somewhere to be constructed; is that 
right? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

Senator Symrneron. And at least in certain cases the manufac- 
turer has absolutely no responsibility or authority whatsoever for the 
erection of those bins; is that correct? 

Mr. Gisson. That is my understanding. 

Senator Syminetron. And yet you come before this committee and 
say you think the manufacturer has a responsibility with respect to 
the product based on the erection of the bins. 

Mr. Grsson. That is the terms of the contract, sir. 
cet Symineron. All right. What part of the contract says 
that? 

Mr. Gipson. I don’t have any of the contracts with me. 

Senator SymineTon. Quote it from memory, as long as you are 
stating it under oath. 

Mr. Gipson. I can’t quote it from memory. 

Senator SyMINGTON. Explain why it is that a manufacturer, if he 
produces a product that passes inspection of the Department of 
Agriculture and the Navy Department, and the article gets on the 
freight car and is taken somewhere, why he is still responsible for the 
lack of proper construction of that bin on the part of another corpora- 
tion or individual or group or the Department of Agriculture itself. 

Mr. Grzson. I think that they had copies of the contract here, sir. 

Senator Symincton. I want you to tell me, because this is the posi- 
tion you are taking. Why isit you feel the manufacturer is responsible 
for the erection of an article by the Department of Agriculture, even 
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though he made it to specifications, and it is subsequently erected 
wrong? 

a Gisson. It was my opinion that I stated that I was only 
stating what was in the contract, sir. 

Senator SyMincToN. Tell us what was in the contract. It is your 
position based on the contract and you are chief inspector. Have 
you read the contract? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Senator SyMINGTON. What does the contract say about the point 
you are trying to make? 

Mr. Grsson. It states that the contractor shall furnish a grain bin 
that will be readily assembled, structurally sound, watertight, grain- 
tight, in the field. 

‘Senator Symineron. In the field? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes. 

Senator Symincton. He can do all that and he can have produced 
that and he could have had that passed by his own inspectors and by 
the Navy Department and/or the Department of Agriculture inspec- 
tors, and the bin could still be erected improperly in the field? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Is it your position that he must stand behind 
that improper erection in the field by the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Gipson. I shouldn’t be taking a position on that. 

Senator Symineron. Why not? te are an inspector. You just 
quoted the details of the contract. 

Mr. Gipson. I quoted the details of the contract, but you are asking 
me my opinion. 

Senator Symineron. That is right. 

Mr. Gipson. As far as he signed the contract, I assume that he 
read it, 

Senator Symineron. You are withdrawing from your position with 
respect to the contract, is that it, you don’t want to comment on the 
obligation of the manufacturer beyond the double-inspection approval 
in each plant? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir I do, for this fact, for this reason. 

Senator Symrneron. Are you doing this based on the contract or 
based on your own opinion? 

Mr. Grsson. I am on it based upon the contract. 

Senator Symineron. All right. What is it that the contract says 
again? 

Mr. Grsson. The manufacturer must furnish a bin that is readily 
assembled, structurally sound, watertight. 

Senator Symineron. Are you saying that the bin is not readily 
assembled? 

Mr. Grsson. No, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Can it be readily assembled? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Senator SymineTron. He has done that part of the work, hasn’t he? 

Mr. Gipson. I would say so. 

Senator Symineton. Next is structurally sound. Are you saying 
the bins were not structurally sound? 

Mr. Grsson. I am informed by Mr. Locraft there was only a 5-per- 
cent safety factor in the tensile strength of this steel. 
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Senator SyminecTon. It is easy when the Government department 
gets in a jam to call on an engineer and he shows a manufacturer in 
the business 63 years has apparently planned to cheat on this order 
despite the fact that if he did plan that, he would be attacking the 
greatest thing he has, which is his good name. 

I am not interested in what you were told by an engineer who comes 
into this picture when we have a bureaucratic mess between depart- 
ments and manufacturers. I am interested in your position as chief 
inspector for the Navy Department with respect to these bins. 

Go ahead from that basis, on the structurally sound basis. What. 
did your inspectors tell you about this structural soundness? 

Mr. Grsson. Nothing. 

Senator Syminecton. Nothing at all? 

Mr. Grisson. No. 

Senator Symincton. They didn’t inspect it on that basis? 

Mr. Grsson. No. 

Senator Symineton. Did you inspect it on that basis? 

Mr. Grisson. Not during the course of the contract. 

Senator Symincton. Was it structurally sound or not in your 
opinion? 

Mr. Greson, I have no knowledge of whether it was structurally 
sound or not. 

Senator Symrneron. It could have been structurally sound under 
the specifications that were given the manufacturer? 

Mr. Grsson. It could have been, and it all depended upon the steel 
that might have been furnished him by the mills. 

om Symineton. In other words, the steel may have been good 
or bad? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Gibson, you know that you could erect 
a bin of good steel or bad steel and you could erect it improperly 
whether the bin was good or bad; is that right? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right. 

Senator Symineron. You talked about the ease to put together and 
structural soundness in the contract. What was the other point? 

Mr. Grsson. Grain tightness. 

Senator Symineron. Were the specifications adequate with respect 
to grain tightness? 

Mr. Greson. I think so. 

Senator Symineron. So if the article was established, was fabricated 
in accorilance with those specifications, it was fabricated properly; 
is that right? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincton. Then why did it later become loose? Why 
did the bins later become loose from the standpoint of grain tightness? 

Mr. Gipson. Well, I looked at 2,300 of them and I only saw a 
peck or so of wheat on the ground, and that was caused by a bent 

eet. 

Senator Symincton. How many of these out of 2,300 were wrong 
would you say? Would you say 1 percent? 

Mr. Gipson. I made a statement, a report transmitted to the com- 
mittee, that stated that I think it was 3 percent in a poor condition 
that I saw in the field. 

Senator Symineton. Three percent? 
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Mr. Grsson. Yes, and about 27 percent in a fair condition. That 
was based upon what I could survey from outside the bins and— well, 
there was something else there I wanted to—it was an outside survey. 

Senator Symineton. Why did you go out in the field? 

Mr. Gipson. I was directed to. 

Senator Symineton. By whom? 

Mr. Gipson. Mr. Christiansen and the Office of Naval Materie! 
here in Washington. I think someone else signed the letter. 

Senator Symineron. I thought you reported to lieutenant com- 
mander somebody in Kansas City. 

Mr. Gipson. The message was sent to them, and they transmitted 
the information to me. 

Senator Syminecron. The inspection so far as you were concerned 
normally ended at the time the Navy Department gave its final ap- 
proval to this merchandise in the plant before it went into the field; 
is that right? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right. 

Senator Symincron. You have attempted to be constructive this 
morning by suggesting improvements ia the specifications which were 
laid down by the Department in order that you could properly in- 
spect these goods in the plant. 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Is that correct? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincron. Will you not agree with me, based on your 
own testimony this morning, that it would be entirely proper that this 
manufacturer, who has been in business 63 years, could have made 
these bins in accordance with the specifications and at the same time 
later trouble could be had in the field? 

Mr. Grisson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. I have no other questions, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. Let’s get your testimony straight, now. Are you 
testifying from your inspection, from the report of your inspectors, 
that these bins were manufactured according to the specifications 
provided by the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Grsson. There will be a certain percent, and there will be in 
any manufacturer of a quantity of this nature, of material going into 
the field that is unsatisfactory, but it should be a small percent. 

The Cuarrman. I can appreciate that. I am not talking about 
each particular bin was perfect or came up completely to standards 
and specifications, but taking it as a whole, whet I am trying to 
determine is: Were these bins, according to your testimony, if that is 
what you want to testify, were these bins manufactured by the com- 
pany in accordance with the specifications provided by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture? Do you say they were or were not? I am not 
trying to-single out one particular bin somewhere. Some percentage 
may—— 

Mr. Gipson. Contract No. 30396, I believe, on the perfection-type 
bin, it is my opinion that from the study of the contracts that they 
should have had the 9%-inch bolthole spacings. That I would say 
was, from the information I have—I understand there is other infor- 
mation I don’t have, that possibly that is, in my opinion, that that is 
the responsibility of the manufacturer. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, how many of them of that—— 
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Mr. Grsson. 900. 

The Cuarrman. You found 900 were with that defect? 

Mr. Gipson. I understand, yes. 

The CHarrMan. Sir? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. Will the chairman yield? 

The CHarrMan. Just a moment. 

That you say was the responsibility of the manufacturer? 

Mr. Grason. Yes, sir; from the information I have. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

Senator Symrneron. If the first one came through with the bolt 
holes in the wrong place and the company inspector saw it and 
—— that it be corrected on the second, then it would automati- 
cally have been corrected; would it not? 

Mr. Grisson. Our Navy inspector—— 

Senator Symineron. I said if the plant inspector for the company 
saw the error in the plant, with the premise that it is an error, and 
corrected it on the first one, 899 of them would have been made right 
after that; is that right? 

Mr. Grpsson. That is right. 

Senator Symineton. Then if he missed it, of course the next place 
for it to be caught is by the naval inspector? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

Senator Symincron. Is that right? 

Mr. Grisson. That is right. 

Senator Symrncron. Was there anybody from the Department of 
Agriculture in the plant inspecting anything? 

Mr. Grzson. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator Syminctron. The only Government representative in the 
plant from the standpoint of inspection was naval inspectors; is 
that right? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

Senator Symineron. Normally, the naval inspector takes con- 
siderably more care in inspecting the article than the producer; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Grsson. That is correct. 

Senator Syminctron. He is told by the Navy Department to be 
careful and inspect on the basis of the prints he olde in his hand, 
especially when the first articles come off the assembly line; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

Senator Symineron. If the naval inspector had been on the job 
on the first one, then 899 subsequent ones would have been made 
right; is that right? 

Mr. Grsson. The naval inspector noticed the difference and he 
resolved it in the wrong manner. 

Senator Symineron. This is getting very interesting. He resolved 
it in the wrong manner. How did he resolve it? 

Mr. Grsson. I have stated this previously. 

Senator Symineron. I am sorry I wasn’t here. Tell me again as 
briefly as you can. : 

Mr. Grsson. I will be glad to. We were furnished with certain 
drawings, B. S. & B. drawings, by the Department of Agriculture 
as approved drawings. 
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Senator Symineton. You say B. S. & B. drawings by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes. 

Senator Syminetron. They weren’t the manufacturer’s drawings? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes. 

Senator Symineton. But they were and they had been approved 
by the Department of Agriculture? 

“Mr. Grsson. Yes. 

Senator Symineton. As the right way to make the product? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

Senator Symineton. O. K. 

Mr. Gipson. And one of these drawings lists—all are detailed 
drawings, and on these detailed drawings, which were not furnished 
to us by the Department of Agriculture—— 

Senator Symineton. Were you furnished a bill of materials at the 
same time you were furnished the detailed drawings? 

Mr. Grsson. No. 

Senator Symineton. What were you furnished? You say you 
were furnished detailed drawings? 

Mr. Grsson. We were not furnished detailed drawings. The de- 
tailed drawings were listed on the general arrangement. 

Senator Symineron. This was an assembly drawing? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. It had no details on the drawing itself? 

Mr. Grsson. It had some, but it also listed a group of other detailed 
drawings. 

Senator SyminetTon. Listed a group of other detailed drawings? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. One of these drawings, or two of them, 
that were listed as a detailed drawing called out the 18-inch bolt- 
hole spaces, and our inspector advised me that he checked it, and 
felt that he was taking the right steps when he approved the 18-inch 
hole spacing. 

Senator Symrneron. That is the spacing that later turned out to 
be deficient from the standpoint of functioning in the field? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

Senator Symrneron. You are telling us this morning that the Navy 
takes complete responsibility for inspecting and approving this product 
from the standpoint of the location of the bolt holes? 

Mr. Grsson. We did approve it. That was our job in the plant. 
In other words, the man interpreted what I consider now as being 
wrong. 

Senator Symineron. Yes. I admire your frankness. It is refresh- 
ing. Now what he did when he stated “This is the way that you can 
make this,” he in effect stated to the manufacturer that if you do make 
it this way, you are making it right, and the Government will 
approve it. 

Mr. Grisson. He signed his name to the releases, sir. 

Senator Symineron. In other words, he approved what later turned 
out to be faulty; is that correct? 

Mr. Grsson. That is correct. 

Senator Symineron. Therefore, in the spirit of fairness, you will 
agree that the Navy Department takes full responsibility from. the 
standpoint of the bolt holes with respect to what this article, how this 
article was fabricated? 
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Mr. Grsson. I will take the responsibility as being the head of the 
department for it, sir. 

Senator Symineron. I am not asking you to take it, but your inspec- 
tor made the mistake; is that right? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 

Senator Symrneron. I would like the record to show at this point 
that I have never discussed this matter with this company, with its 
president, or with any officers or engineers or any representatives of 
it. I have just been following the development of these hearings to a 
point where it looked to me as if some of these Government agencies 
were attempting to unload on the manufacturer responsibility for 
making an improper article, despite the fact it is obvious that the 
specifications were wrong and that in some cases at least, and in 
perhaps the most pertinent case from the standpoint of criticism, the 
Government officials themselves, the inspectors, suggested that the 
product be made wrong. 

I have no further questions. 

The CuatrmMan. The Chair will state he has no preconceived opinion 
as to who is right or wrong in this matter. The purpose of these hear- 
ings is to try to determine if the Government has been gyped in either 
the manufacture or erection contract or through its own carelessness, 
whether the Government got value received according to the contract 
it made for this product, whether it got it from the manufacturer, 
whether it got it from the contractors who erect in the field, and if 
the Government did not get what it was entitled to in either place or 
both, the purpose of the hearings is to find out that and make certain 
who is at fault and that the fault is corrected. 

The Chair wired Mr. Lineberry, I believe that is his name, some 
few days ago, and asked him if he wished to appear or have rep- 
resentatives of his company appear. We received the reply that he 
did wish to appear, and he is here, and we are going to move along 
with the hearings this afternoon in the hope that we may conclude; 
T am not sure we can, but we are going to try, and serve the convenience 
of other members of the committee. 

The Chair is now going to recess until 2:30. 

Senator Symineton. I would like to associate myself with the usual 
and consistently very fair position the Chair always takes in these 
hearings. I completely agree with him. 

It will not be possible for me to be here when my constituent testifies, 
but I respectfully suggest to the Chair the fact that on those points 
which have been brought up, the chief naval inspector takes full 
responsibility for having given approval. If there has been any 
gypping, it is now clear that the Government has been just as respon- 
sible for gypping itself—in fact, I would say more so, because the 
manufacturer can only make an article in accordance with the speci- 
fications given him, and he naturally relies upon the decisions the 
Government inspector makes when he produces the article in his plant. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair would say he agrees in general principle 
that if the contractor manufactured the article according to the 
specifications furnished by the Department of Agriculture on those 
contracts where the Department of Agriculture had the article, the 
bins, manufactured according to their specifications and requirements, 
if the manufacturer did conform and manufactured the product in 
accordance with the plans and specifications furnished by the Depart- 
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ment of Agriculture, even though the bins may have been fault 
and didn’t serve the end purpose they were acquired for, then I think 
no doubt the manufacturer should be absolved from any blame. 

In the other instance where the manufacturer furnished the design 
and his product, stock in trade, I may say, the product, the bins it 
makes for the general commercial trade, if the Department of Agri- 
culture accepted that design and approved it and then the manufac- 
turer manufactured the product according to that design, up to the 
standards and specifications of it, again I would say that it wouldn’t 
be the manufacturer’s fault. 

The Chair simply announced he had no preconceived opinion as to 
who was at fault in this matter. It may find that the fault reposes in 
more than one place. 

I do believe there has been enough testimony here, and from the 
investigation the committee has made, to clearly indicate that there is 
strong probability that the Government’s interest has not been fully 
protected in these transactions. Where the fault lies I do not know. 

Senator Symineton. May I make one more observation, Mr. 
Chairman? 

The premise of an inspection by the Government is that the man in 
the plant representing the Government is relatively better informed 
with respect to the functioning of the article as against the fabrication 
of the article. Therefore, if he states that this is the way that you can 
overcome a problem and the manufacturer follows the advice or sug- 
gestion, which in this case the chief inspector says was wrong, then I 
respectfully suggest to the Chair that, too, should be considered even 
though the article was fabricated wrong. 

The CuarrMan. The committee will recess until 2:30. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 the committee recessed to reconvene at 
2:30 p. m.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


(At the start of the hearing, the following Senators were present: 
The chairman and Senator Symington.) 

The CuarrMan. The committee will come to order. Had we 
finished with Mr. Gibson? 


Mr. Durry. I think we have a couple more questions. 


TESTIMONY OF MARX A. GIBSON—Resumed 


Mr. Grsson. One of the last questions that Senator Symington 
asked me, I am afraid that I have answered it wrong. 

The CuarrMAN. You may correct the record. 

Mr. Grsson. I would like the record to read that as far as I am 
concerned, the acceptance or inspection of the material at the manu- 
facturer’s plant by the inspector does not relieve the contractor of 
his obligations under the contract. I don’t know whether the record 
read differently or not. 

Senator Syminecton, Mr. Chairman, could I ask the witness a 
question? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Senator Symineton. To whom have you talked since you left the 
witness stand this morning? 

Mr. Grsson. I have talked to Mr. Christiansen. 
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Senator Symineron. Who is he? 
ca Greson. He is attached to our office in ONM. Captain 

Senator Symrveron. I beg your pardon. Who is he? 

Mr. Greson. He is in the technical section of the Office of Naval 
Materiel. 

Senator Symineron. Did you go to see him or did he come to see 

ou? 
* Mr. Gisson. I went to see him. 

Senator Symincton. Where did you see him? 

Mr. Grason. In the hall, immediately after leaving the room. 

Senator Symincron. What did you say to him? 

Mr. Grsson. I asked him, “Do you think that I answered that 
question so that responsibility does not rest upon the Navy inspector 
for the material or does it rest upon the manufacturer?” 

Senator Symincton. And what did he say to you? 

Mr. Gipson. He said he thought I had answered it wrong. He 
said he knew that I knew the correct answer, but he thought I made a 
mistake in answering. 

Senator Symincron. So he gave you the right answer and that is 
the answer you are giving now; is that right? 

Mr. Greson. I asked him—— 

Senator Symineron. You asked him and he gave it to you; is that 
right? 

ee. Grsson. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. Fine, let us get the record straight. 

To whom else did you talk? 

Mr. Gipson. Well, I talked to Captain Gill. 

Senator Symrneron. Captain who? 

Mr. Gipson. Captain Gill. 

Senator Symineron. Let us take them one at a time. Who is 
Captain Gill? 

Mr. Grsson. He is in the JAG Office. 

Senator Symineron. Who is JAG, for the record? 

Mr. Gipson. Judge Advocate General. 

Senator Symineton. How did you come to talk to him? Where- 
abouts? 

Mr. Grsson. In the hall. 

Senator Symineton. What did you say to him? 

Mr. Gipson. Practically the same thing that I said to Mr. Chris- 
tiansen. 

Senator Symineton. Would you mind repeating it? 

Mr. Gisson. Well, it is—I asked Captain Gill if he thought I should 
set the record straight on the matter or whether I should not, and 
Captain Gill said “Definitely, you should; if you want to make a 
correction, you should come in and advise the committee that you 
wish to make the correction.”’ 

Senator Symineton. In both of these cases you walked up to these 
gentlemen in the hall and said ‘Have I testified properly? And if 
not”’ 

Mr. Gipson, No, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Then you clear it up for me. 

Mr. Grsson. I asked Mr. Christiansen—— 
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Senator Syminetron. You told us about that. Did you ask the 
captain? 

Mr. Gipson. I asked the captain if I should correct the record. 

Senator Symrinetron. Were you all three standing together? 

Mr. Grsson. No, sir. 

Senator Symrneron. So you walked over to one and asked him 
whether you should correct the record and you got his advice, and 
then you walked over to the other and asked him if you should correct 
the record and then you got his advice; is that right? 

Mr. Gipson. No, sir; that is not the way I said. 

Senator Symineron. I am sorry. I thought it was. You correct 
me; I certainly want the record to explain exactly what you think. 

Mr. Grsson. I asked Mr. Christiansen if my answer to your ques- 
tion relieved the contractor of his responsibilities under the contract, 
and Mr. Christiansen said no. Then I said ‘Well, then, the answer 
is wrong, then.” He agreed that it is wrong. He said, “I knew that 
you knew the correct answer at the time.” 

Senator Symrneron. He said that he knew that you knew that you 
had made a mistake; is that correct? 

Mr. Gipson. No, sir. He said that he knew that I knew the correct 
answer. 

Senator Syminaton. Why didn’t you give it to us in the beginning, 
then? 

Mr. Gipson. Because your question was pretty long, Senator, and 
it was confusing. 

Senator Symineton, I am sorry. That clears that up. 

Now, what did you say to Captain Gill? 

Mr. Gipson. I asked Captain Gill if I should clarify the record. 

Senator Symineron. If you should clarify the record? 

Mr. Grsson. In this mistake—or how to go about clarifying the 
record. 

Senator Symineron. Clarify the record about what? 

Mr. Gisson. The answer to this question of yours. 

Senator Symineron. To what question? 

Mr. Gipson. To the question of whether I had given the proper 
answer to your question. 

Senator Symincton. What was the question to which you did not 
give the proper answer? 

Mr. Grsson. I don’t know exactly what your question was, because 
I couldn’t rephrase it, Senator. It was about a minute long. 

Senator Symineron. If you don’t know what the question was, how 
could you know that your answer was wrong? 

Mr. Gisson. When you made your last statement, or one of your 
last statements to Senator McClellan, you stated to him that I had 
said something that I did not think I had said. 

Senator Symineton. That was not a question to you. 

Mr. Gipson. Yes; that was a question. 

Senator Symincton. A statement that I made to Senator McClellan 
was @ question to you? 

Mr. Gipson. A statement that you made to Senator McClellan 
about the relieving of the—about the inspector relieving the manu- 
facturer of his responsibility. 
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Senator Symrinetron. Then what you really were asking advice from 
this naval captain and this inspector on was not any answer to my 
question, but was just my opinion about your response; is that right? 

Mr. Grsson. No, sir. 

Senator Syminetron. Well, I might say, I have been mixed up in 
hearings, but I have never been mixed up more than this. Suppose 
we skip that and you look at the record when you get it and make 
any changes that you see fit. 

id you talk to anybody else between the time you testified and 
now? 

Mr. Greson. Yes; certainly. 

Senator Symincron. Who were they? 

Mr. Grsson. Admiral Weaver and Captain Mundorff. 

Senator Symineton. Now we are up in the admiral class. What did 
you say to the Admiral? 

Mr. Gipson. Well, I am quite sure we discussed the very same 
question. 

Senator Symineron. Let us have the detail of it a little bit. You 
asked the admiral whether he was satisfied with your answers? 

Mr. Grzson. No, sir; I did not. 

Senator Symineron. Then it is not like it was with the inspector 
and the captain? I thought you said it was like it was with them. 

Mr. Gipson, I didn’t say that. You asked who I talked to. 

Senator Symineron. I thought you said it was just like the others. 
Did you F° over and speak to the admiral or did the admiral come over 
and speak to you? 


Mr. Gipson. We went back to the Navy Building together. 


Senator Symrneton. How did you go back; in the same car? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Did you discuss your testimony of this morn- 
ing? 

Mr. Gipson. The only testimony that we discussed was this last— 
the question that I wanted clarified. 

Senator Symineton. What was the question? 

Mr. Gisson. The question of whether—the question of whether the 
inspector, the Navy inspector, relieves the contractor when he accepts 
the material. 

Senator Symineron. I see. Now we are down on the table. In 
other words, if the naval inspector tells the contractor if he makes it 
this way that will be all right with the Navy, that in no sense relieves 
the contractor of his responsibility; is that correct? 

Mr. Gipson. Our Navy inspectors do not tell the contractors that. 

Senator Symrneron. I thought you said in your testimony this 
morning that the Navy inspector suggested to the contractor some- 
thing which later turned out to be wrong. 

Mr. Gisson. Not to my knowledge; I did not say that. 

Senator Symineton. You did not say that this morning? 

Mr. Gipson. No, sir; not to my knowledge. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Chairman, I would like to state in the 
record that the witness before us this afternoon, Mr. Gibson, stated 
this morning in the record that the suggestion was made by the 
naval inspector in this plant to follow the prints on such and such 
a basis or to follow the manufacturing and that what he said later 
turned out to be wrong. 
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Mr. Gibson, do you deny that that is what you said this morning? 
Mr. Gipson. I would like to have the record read, if the chairman 
will permit. 

The CuarrMan. The record has not been transcribed. 

Mr. Grsson. Can I delay the answer to my question, then, until 
I see the record? 

Senator Symineron. I think that is fair, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. | have no objection to your delaying the answer. 
I feel as if you should remember what you testified this morning. 
I do not want to be unfair to you in any way. If the record is in 
any sense wrong when you read it, in other words if you made an 
error, if you misunderstood a question and gave an incorrect answer 
to it, or an untrue answer because you misunderstood the question, 
or if in answering any question that you did understand you made 
an honest mistake, you certainly have the right to correct the record. 

As I understand you, what you are trying to say is, if this morning 
you answered the question that because a Navy inspector accepted 
the material or accepted the product, you made the answer this morn- 
ing as I recall, that that would relieve the contractor. 

Mr. Grsson. That is what I want to change. 

The Cuarrman. That would relieve the manufacturer. What you 
are saying this afternoon is that you were in error about that, and 
you want to testify that that would not relieve the manufacturer 
from his responsibility. Is that what you want to testify? 

Mr. Grrson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Chairman, I believe the record will also 
show that the witness stated that some suggestions made by the 
inspector were acceptances of changes made by the inspector, and 
my recollection is suggestions by the inspector were carried out, 
which, unfortunately, later turned out to be wrong. 

The Cuatrman. The Chair recalls some testimony to that effect. 
I do not know that I could pinpoint it. In one instance the witness 
did testify that a wrong decision was made, as I interpreted your 
testimony this morning. 

Mr. Greson. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. Do you wish to change that testimony? 

Mr. Grsson. No, sir. 

The Cuatrman. All right. You still say that a wrong decision 
was made by an inspector or some of the inspectors? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Could you clarify that briefly by saying what 
that wrong decision was, again? 

Mr. Greson. It was the acceptance for the inspection and shipment 
of 900 Perfection-type bins with the 18%-inch center bolt holes—— 

Senator Symincton. I beg your pardon. Would you mind starting 
that: answer to the Chair’s question again? The clerk was speaking 
to me. 

Mr. Gisson. It was the inspection and shipment of 900 Perfection- 
type grain bins with 18%-inch center bolt boise in lieu of 9%-inch 
bolt holes. 

The Cuatrman. In other words, what you are testifying to is that 
an inspector who accepted that product with that variation from the 
specifications was wrong. It was wrong for him to do it and he made 

an error in doing it? 
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Mr. Gisson. Right. 

The CuatrMan. The Perfection-type bins that you speak of are 
those that. the company carries as stock in trade; is that correct? 

Mr. Gipson. That is correct. 

The Cuartrman. And that is as distinguished from those they make 
on special order, according to Government specification; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Grsson. That is correct. 

The CuarrMan. So your testimony is, with respect to the mistake 
or the error of the inspector, that the company’s own design, the manu- 
facturing company’s own design, requires them to be spaced at— 
what? 

Mr. Gipson. 18% inches. 

The CHarRMAN. 18% inches, whereas those they produced for these 
900 Perfection bins were spaced at what? 

Mr. Grpson. 18%. 

The CHAIRMAN. 18%? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. And that difference made some defect in the fabri- 
cation; is that correct? Do you mean to imply that it did or did not? 

Mr. Gisson. It did make a difference in what the Government re- 
ceived in the fact that the 9%-inch center holes was what was called for. 

The CuarrMan. In other words the product that was inspected and 
accepted had a deviation from the plans and specifications of the spac- 
ing of the holes? 

Mr. Gipson. That is right. 

The CuarrMaNn. And in that instance, the inspectors were wrong to 
accept it? 

Mr. Grisson. Right. 

The CHarrMANn. Now getting back to Senator Symington’s ques- 
tion, the one I understand you want to correct, followmg that this 
morning in his interrogation of you, Senator Symington asked you if 
the inspector accepted it, did that not relieve the manufacturing com- 
pany from his‘responsibility? You answered this morning that it did. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. Grsson. I thought that was the way I answered it when you 
left the room. I would like to have it corrected. 

The CuarrmMan. Your thought conforms to the chairman’s recollec- 
tion. 1 think you did answer it that way. 

Senator Symincton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

May I proceed? 

The Cuarrman. Now you say that you were in error when you 
made the statement that that would relieve the manufacturer from 
responsibility? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. Now you say it would not, or do you? 

Mr. Gipson. I say it would not relieve the manufacturer of his. 
responsibility. 

The Cuarrman. Why do you say that? 

Mr. Grsson. Because of the terms of the contract. 

The CuarrMAn. Because of the terms of the contract. Well, we 
do not have the contract before us, do we? Well, that is all right. 
The Chair is going to havea copy of the contract made a part of the 
record, so it will speak for itself. That will be done at this point. 
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We will print it as an exhibit in the record and make it exhibit No. 8. 
It will be printed as an exhibit in the record. Then it will speak for 
itself. 

(Exhibit No. 8 will be found in the appendix on p. 266.) 

Of course, many contracts, and this one, probably, too, is susceptible 
of different interpretations, but whatever is there will give us 
information. 

Senator Symington? 

Senator Symineton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

In other words, as I understand it, in your opinion, if a naval 
inspector goes into a plant and states that manufacturing an article 
in a certain way is all right with the Navy, that nevertheless, if that 
turns out to be the way it was not wanted, the Navy has no responsi- 
bility for what its inspector said,; is that correct? 

Mr. Grsson. The Navy inspector is not authorized to make that 
kind of a statement. The contracts set forth that the contracting 
officer is the only one that has the permission to make any changes 
in the contract. 

Senator Symineron. In other words, this is an error on the part of 
a person in the Navy but not on the part of the Navy Department; is 
that right? 

Mr. Gisson. It reflects upon us. 

Senator Symineron. But I mean you are really casting this fellow 
to the winds; are you not? He made a decision representing the Navy, 
and you say his decision does not stand, so far as an obligation of the 
Navy is concerned. I am only trying to follow your answers. 

Mr. Gipson. What is the question? 

Senator Symrneron. Well, my question to you was that you say 
that you told us this morning that the Navy inspector was part of a 
decision to manufacture this product in the way which later turned 
out to be wrong. You say that that gives the Navy no responsibility 
under the contract. I am not telling you what I think about that, but 
I am just asking you if I stated it correctly. 

Mr. Grsson. No. The Navy inspector was not part of the decision 
to the company at all. The company offered him the product, and 
he accepted. The company made the first decision. 

Senator Symineron. What did you mean in your testimony this 
morning about the naval inspector doing something which later 
turned out to be wrong, after you examined it you felt that your 
inspector was wrong? What did you mean by that? 

Mr. Gipson. Just what Senator McClellan brought out just 
a minute ago. 

Senator Syminetron. Well, you say it. 

Mr. Grsson. It was the interpretation that the inspector placed 
upon the contract. 

Senator Syminetron. Which you later found out to be wrong, is 
that right? 

Mr, Grsson. That is right. 

Senator Symineron. And yet you say that gives no responsibility 
to the Navy Department with respect to that interpretation of the 
naval inspector? 

Mr. Grisson. No; I don’t say that. 

Senator Syminetron. Then you feel the Navy is only responsible 
with the manufacturers; is that it? 
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Mr. Gisson. The Navy is responsible for making an error. 
Senator Symineron. The Navy is responsible for making an error? 
Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symrneron. Therefore, the Navy and the contractor, you 
might say at this point, are jointly responsible; is that correct? 

Mr. Gipson. I would say rather than using the word “jointly,” 
I would say that they both bear a responsibility in the matter. 

Senator Symincron. Both bear a responsibility in the matter? 
Then you would say they are both at fault in the matter; is that 
right? 

Mr. Grsson. I also made a statement this morning 

Senator Symineron. Wait a minute. Would you answer my ques- 
tion? You say they are both a fault in the matter? 

Mr. Gipson. No; I didn’t say they were both at fault in the 
matter. I said they both bear a responsibility in the matter. 

Senator Syminecron. What do you mean by that? If they both 
bear responsibility, does that not mean they are both at fault, or 
what does it mean? 

Mr. Gipson. Possibly it could mean that, but I imagine there will 
be some other testimony given that will tend to show the company’s 
responsibility in the matter, and I would not like to give any opinions 
here that might conflict with other people’s opinions on this matter. 

Senator Symineron. Mr. Chairman, at this point I make a recom- 
mendation that this testimony of this witness be referred to Mr. 
Thomas, the Secretary of the Navy. 

Proceeding on this ride that you took to the Navy Department, 
what was the name of the admiral who was with you? 

Mr. Grsson. Admiral Weaver. 

Senator Symineron. What was the captain’s name? 

Mr. Gipson. Captain Gill did not go with us. 

Senator Symincron. Did the inspector go with you? 

Mr. Grisson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. And who else was in the car? 

Mr. Gipson. Captain Mundorff. 

Senator Symincton. What is his position? 

Mr. Gipson. He is the Chief of the Field Service Division, Office 
of Material. 

Senator Symineron. What is Admiral Weaver’s position? 

Mr. Gisson. Well, from what I understood this morning, Admiral 
Weaver is the Vice Chief of the Naval Materials. He stated this 
morning here what his title was. 

Senator Symineton. You talked to three people, an inspector, a 
captain, and Admiral Weaver. 

r. Grsson. Four. 

Senator Syminaton. Where is the fourth? 

Mr. Gisson. Two captains, the admiral, and the inspector. 
py Symineton. And the other captain was Captain Mun- 

orft? 

Mr. Gtsson. Mundorff. 

Senator Symincron. What was your conversation with him? 

Mr. Gipson. My conversation with him was also—in fact, Captain 
Mundorff, Admiral Weaver, and I were in a discussion as to what 
would be the best method to correct the record, which I wanted to do. 

Senator Symineron. Did they a“ est that you correct the record 
or did you suggest that you correct the record? 
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Mr. Grsson. I told them that I wished to correct the record. 
Senator Symineron. When did you decide that you had made a 
mistake when you talked about the record? 

Mr. Grsson. When I talked with Mr. Christiansen. 

Senator Symineron. Did he tell you that you had made a mistake, 
or did you tell him? 

Mr. Grsson. I told him. I told him that I thought I did—TI told 
him that I thought I had made a mistake, and discussed the matter 
with him. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Gibson, I have one more question I 
would like to ask you. What was the engineering college that you 
attended for 2 years? 

Mr. Grsson. The University of Illinois. 

Senator Symrineton. What years were those? 

Mr. Gipson. 1929 and 1930. 

Senator SyMINGTON. 1929 and 1930? 

Mr. Greson. Yes. 

Senator Symrneron. One other question. You went over after 
lunch ina car. Where did you go? 

Mr. Grsson. To the Navy office. The Navy building. 

Senator Symineron. Where is that located? 

Mr. Gipson. 18th and Constitution, I guess. 

Senator Symineron. How long did you stay there? Did you have 
lunch together? 

Mr. Gipson. Mr. Christiansen and I had lunch together. 

Senator Symrneton. Where did you have lunch? 

Mr. Gisson. In the lunchroom in the building. 

Senator Symrneron. In the building? 

Mr. Grsson. In the building. 

Senator Symineron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. I do not want to belabor this point, but what you 
have testified to is that the Navy representative, the inspector, made 
a mistake, made an error, in the decision he made with respect to the 
deviation or the lack of conformity to specifications. 

(The following is a transcript of the testimony given by Mr. Gibson 
during the morning session, and placed in the record at this point at 
the request of Senator Symington :) 

Senator Syminaron. You are telling us this morning that the Navy takes com- 
plete responsibility for inspecting and approving this product from the standpoint 
of the location of the boit holes? 

Mr. Grason. We did approve it. That was our job in the plant. In other 
words, the man interpreted what I consider now as being wrong. 

Senator Syminatron. Yes. I admire your frankness, It is refreshing. 

Now what he did when he stated, ‘‘This is the way that you can make this’’, he 
in effect stated to the manufacturer that if you do make it this way, you are mak- 
ngs right, and the Government will approve it. _ 

r. Greson. He signed his name to the releases, sir. 

Senator Syminatron. In other words, he approved what later turned out to be 
faulty; is that correct? 

Mr. Grsson. That is correct. 

Senator Syminaton. Therefore, in the spirit of fairness, vou will agree that the 
Navy Department takes full responsibility from the standpoint of the bolt holes 
with t to what this article, how this article was fabricated? 

: Gipson. I will take the responsibility as being the head of the department 
or it, sir. 

Senator Syminaton. I am not asking you to take it, but your inspeetor made 
the mistake; is that right? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 
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What you said this morning was that that would relieve the manu- 
facturer from responsibility. What you say this afternoon is that it 
would not relieve the manufacturer from responsibility. The Chair 
wishes to say that that is a legal question that would be governed by 
the terms of the contract and the authority, whatever that authority is, 
would have a bearing upon it, with the authority of the naval inspector. 

So I think we can pass on now to something else and when we get 
the contract in the record, then, again, as I said a few moments ago, 
even lawyers after reading it might place different interpretations 
upon it. 

PThe Chair hands you here a document, and this apparently is a 
carbon copy of a document. I wish to ask you if you are familiar 
with it, and, if so, state what it is. 

(A document was handed to the witness.) 

Mr. Gipson. It is the testimony or the statement made by Mr. 
Edmund S. May, of our office. 

The Cuarrman. Who is he? 

Mr. Grsson. He is now a branch supervisor, but at that time he 
was a GS-7 inspector. 

The Cuarrman. Is he, Mr. May, one of the inspectors that was on 
this contract? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. And that statement you recognize as his statement 
that was made and transmitted to the Department of Agriculture; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Grsson. That is correct. 

The Cuatrman. The statement may be made exhibit No. 9. 

(Exhibit No. 9 will be found in the appendix on p. 280.) 

The Chair hands you another statement, similar to that one, another 
document, and asks if you can identify that? 

(A document was handed to the witness.) 

Mr. Gipson. It is a statement made by Grover E. Olds. 

The CuatrmMan. Who is Mr. Olds? 

Mr. Grisson. Inspector, GS-7. 

The CuarrmMan. Was he an inspector on this job, on this contract? 

Mr. Gipson. He was. 

The CHarrMan. You recognize that statement as a statement 
which was made by him and transmitted to the Department of Agri- 
culture explaining his work on this job? 

Mr. Gregson. I do. 

The Cuarrman. It may be made exhibit No. 10. 

(Exhibit No. 10 will be found in the appendix on p. 283.) 

The Chair presents to you a third document and asks you if you 
can identify it. 

(A document was handed to the witness.) 

Mr. Gipson. Manson M. Angel, an inspector, GS-7. 

The CHarrman. He is another one of the inspectors on the job? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. That is a copy of the statement that was prepared 
by him and transmitted through your office to the Department. of 
Apnea ; is that correct? 


r. Grsson. Yes, sir. 


The Cuareman. It may be made exhibit No. 11. 
(Exhibit No. 11 will be found in the appendix on p. 284.) 
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I hand you a fourth document of that nature and ask you if you 
can identify it. 

(A document was handed to the witness.) 

Mr. Grsson. August A. Block, yes, sir, an inspector, GS-7. 

The CHAIRMAN. He was on the job, too? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And that is his statement, through your office, to 
the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Grsson. It is. 

The CuarrMAn. That may be made exhibit 12. 

(Exhibit No. 12 will be found in the appendix on p. 287.) 

I hand you another one which, if you identify it, will be made 
exhibit No. 13. 

(A document was handed to the witness.) 

(Exhibit No. 13 will be found in the appendix on p. 288.) 

Mr. Gisson. Joseph Davis, inspector, GS-7. 

The CHarrMAN. He was an inspector on the job? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

The CHartrMaNn. That is his report through your office to the 
Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrMan. All right. It is made exhibit No. 13. 

Do you have further questions of this witness? 

Mr. Durry. Two more questions. 

Mr. Gibson, are you aware that a week ago last Monday, 25 bins 
were to be moved in Kansas to a new site? Is that correct? Those 
were B.S. & B. bins. 

Mr. Gipson. I became aware of it at a certain time, but I don’t 
know just exactly when I became aware of it. 

Mr. Durry. To save some time, do you know if naval inspectors 
inspected new foundation rings to be inserted on the bins to be moved? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. You do know about that? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. Do you know if the Navy inspectors passed on those 
foundatiens rings as being in accordance with Government specifica- 
tions! 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. And when they were received at the site the agricul- 
tural people rejected them as not being in accordance with the speci- 
fications? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durry. I believe it is the 22d of July; is that correct? 

The Cuarrman. Do you mean July of this year? 

Mr. Durry. July of this year. 

Mr. Grsson. The 23d is the day they were released. 

Mr. Durry. Can you tell me why the Navy inspectors passed on 
these 25 particular foundation rings and the Department of Agri- 
culture rejected them as not being in accordance with Government 
specifications? 

Mr. Grsson. The Navy inspectors said they checked them to all 
the Government specifications and drawings and they found no 
variance in the specifications and drawings so they released them. 

Mr. Durry. At this late date we still have the Navy inspectors 
not in agreement with the Department of Agriculture as to what should 
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be the specifications on the foundation rings? After all of these 
problems in 1954 and all of this investigation? 

Mr. Grsson. They said they tried to find something on the drawing 
that would allow them to—well, I don’t wish—I think that would be 
an incorrect statement. They stated that they checked them to the 
Government drawings and specifications. 

The Cuarrman. Well, let us go along. Your inspectors on these 
25 rings approved them, they passed inspection so far as your in- 
spectors were concerned? 

Mr. Grgson. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. That is correct? 

Mr. Gisson. That is correct. 

The CuarrMan. They said that they came up to the specifications 
of the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Grisson. The specifications and the drawings. 

The Cuarrman. And the drawings of the Department of Agri- 
culture. However, when they arrived at their destination for in- 
stallation, they were rejected by the Department of Agriculture; 
someone representing the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Gisson. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. You do not know which is right, do you? That is, 
the Department of Agriculture of the naval inspectors. 

Mr. Gigson. It would be hard to say, sir. 

The CuarrMan. I mean, you do not know, do you? 

Mr. Gisson. I don’t know; no. 

The CuarrMan. But that has happened just recently. 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. The question would be who is right and who is 
wrong, and you would not know. Is that correct? Well, if you do 
ce ee hair is trying to be helpful with you and trying to move 
along. 

Mr. Gisson. I know you are, sir. No, I don’t know. 

The CHarrMan. Say so. 

Senator Syminetron. Mr. Gibson, at this date, in this proceeding, 
you do not know yet, thanks to the able question of the chairman and 
counsel, you do not yet know whether the Department of Agriculture 
or your own inspector is right or is wrong? 

Mr. Gipson. That is just about it, sir. It is something that is not 
called out on the drawings at all. 

Senator Symrneron. It is not called out on the drawings at all? 

Mr. Gisson. That is right. 

Mr. Durry. The drawings are defective? 

Senator Symrneron. Let me ask you another question. 

When you do not specify something in detail on a drawing, then 
standard shop practice is followed automatically, is it not? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. In other words, we will say, on a piece of 
metalwork, if you do not show it as plus or minus one-sixteenth, or 
plus or minus one thirty-second or one sixty-fourth, and if the work is 
closer, you go into thousandths; is that correct, as you understand it? 

Mr. Gipson. That is correct. 

Senator Symineron. In this case there were no specifications; is 
that right? 

Mr. Grsson. That is right. 
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Se Senator Symincton. May I ask one more question? 

The CHarrMAN. Yes. 

ng Senator Symineton. Do you know a Mr. C. Huff? 
be Mr. Grzson. Do I know Mr. Huff? 
he Senator SymrnaTon. Yes. 
Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 
se Senator Symineton. Where did you meet him? 
n- Mr. Gipson. Manhattan, Kans. 

Senator Symrneton. When? 

Mr. Gipson. In December 1954. 

Senator Symineton. How did you meet him? 

Mr. Grsson. At a meeting of all the erection contractors and De- 

1s partment of Agriculture. 

Senator Symrneron. Did you talk with him? 

Mr. Gipson. Only across the table. 

i- Senator Symincton. Have you seen him since? 
1- Mr. Grsson. I saw him in a restaurant where I was eating lunch 
a; one day. 
Senator Syminctron. Did you have any conversation with him? 
Mr. Gisson. I did. I had a conversation with him regarding these 
3, grain bins. 

Senator Symincton. What did you say to him, roughly? Did you 
go over and introduce yourself to him or did he introduce himself to 
you? 

Mr. Gipson. He stopped at my table. 

Senator Symineron. He stopped at your table? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

s Senator Syminetron. What did he say to you? 
Mr. Grsson. I don’t know. We just passed the time of day. 
B Senator Symineton. You just passed the time of day? 

Mr. Gipson. The time of day. 

Senator Symineton. Did you happen to know he was suing Black, 
Sivalls & Bryson for a great deal of money? 

; Mr. Gisson. Yes, sir. 
Senator Symineton. How did you know that? 





Mr. Gipson. I read it in the paper. 
Senator Symineton. What paper? 
Mr. Gipson. The Kansas City Star. 
Senator Symineron. That is how you found it out? 
Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 
Senator Symineron. Did you ever discuss that suit with him at 
any time whatever? 
Mr. Ginson. Not to my knowledge. 
Senator Symineron. Not to your knowledge? 
Mr. Grsson. No, sir. 
. Senator Symineron. Would you know the gentleman if you saw 
im? 
Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 
Senator Symineron. Have you seen him lately? 
Mr. Gisson. Yes, sir. 
Senator Symineron. Is he in this room? 
Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 
Senator Symineron. Would you point him out? 
The CuarrmMan. Would you stand, please? 
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(The witness indicated a spectator in the room.) 

Senator Symineron. I have no further questions. 

The CuarrmMan. May I inquire about these last 25 rings? Were 
they supposed to be supplied on a specification of the Government, 
or were they what you call the Perfection 

Mr. Gipson. They were standard, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. They were standard? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Are those rings standard in both those that the 
company manufactures for stock in trade? 

Mr. Grsson. I don’t believe they use that foundation ring in their 
stock. 

The CuarrMan. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Grsson. I don’t believe they use that foundation ring in their 
stock bins. 

The CuHatrmMan. Then these were supposed to be manufactured 
according to the Government specifications, according to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture? 

Mr. Gipson. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. All right. 

Mr. Durry. One further point on that. These foundation rings 
are the same on the Perfection type bin and the standard type pin; is 
that right, Mr. Gibson? 

Mr. Grsson. Yes, sir. 

ine CuarrMaN. All right; thank you very much. You may stand 
aside. 

The CHarrMan. Who is the next witness? 

Mr. Durry. Mr. Lineberry. 

The CuarrMan. Would you come forward, Mr. Lineberry? 

Do you solemnly swear that the evidence you shall give before this 
investigating subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Lineserry. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF KENNETH W. LINEBERRY, PRESIDENT, BLACK, 
SIVALLS & BRYSON, INC. 


The Cuarrman. Mr. Lineberry, state your name, place of residence, 
what business you are engaged in, and what connection you have with 
Black, Sivalls & Bryson, Inc. 

Mr. Lineperry. My name is Kenneth W. Lineberry; residence, 
6215 Insley Lane, Johnson County, Kans.; mailing address, Kansas 
sea 13, Mo. My position is that of president of Black, Sivalls & 

ryson. 

The Cuarrman. How long have you been president of this company? 

Mr. Lineserry. Since 1950; 5 years. 

The Cuatrman. Did you hold an official position in the company 
prior to that time? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir. Iwasa member of the board of directors. 

The CuarrMan. For how long? 

Mr. Lineserry. For approximately 4 years. 

The CHarrman. How long have you been identified with the 
company as an employee or as an officer? 
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Mr. Laneperry. Five years. I was a member of the board of 
direetors for 4 years prior to that but not an employee nor an officer. 

The CHarrMan. Well, if you were on the board of directors, I 
think you would be an officer. 

Mr. Lineserry. Well, I was not on the payroll. I was not an 
employee. 

The CuHarrman. All right. You became an employee in your 
present position 5 years ago. Prior to that, you served on the board 
of directors without compensation? 

Mr. LinesBerry. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And have been a stockholder in it for quite a long 
time, I assume? 

Mr. LineBerry. Yes, sir.! 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Chairman, would it be in order for me 
at this point to say that Mr. Lineberry is very highly thought of in 
in my State as an outstanding citizen. 

The Cuarrman. Mr, Lineberry, before we proceed further, your 
company is under investigation by this committee in connection 
with some contracts it has had with the Federal Government, with 
the Department of Agriculture in particular. 

Under the rules of the committee—of course, I have not been 
advising this morning the other witnesses who have testified, because 
they were just witnesses primarily—you have an interest in this that 
goes beyond that of a witness merely to state the facts that he knows. 
Under the rules of this committee, anyone is permitted that desires 
it to have his attorney present when he testifies. You have been so 
advised, I assume, and you know that? 

Mr. Laneperry. Yes, sir. 

The CuartrmMan. Do you care for counsel during the course of your 
testimony? 

Mr. Lineserry. No. Counsel is present in the room, but I would 
like to have the benefit of two of my assistants to be helpful. They 
are sitting here. 

The CuatrMan. We will provide chairs for them, and they may be 
identified. 

Mr. Lineperry. This is Mr. Richard Wheeler, our chief engineer 
in charge of the steel products division engineering; and this is Mr. 
M. G. Purpus, on my left, general sales manager of the steel products 
division at Kansas City. 

The CuarrMAN. Gentlemen, be sworn; you may be asked some 
questions. 

Do you and each of you solemnly swear that the evidence you shall 
give before this investigating subcommittee shall be the truth, the 
whole truth and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Purpvs. I do. 
Mr; Wueeter. I do, 





) See appendix, supplemental data, p. 301. 
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TESTIMONY OF KENNETH W. LINEBERRY, PRESIDENT; M. G. 
PURPUS, GENERAL MANAGER OF SALES OF STEEL PRODUCTS 
DIVISION, AND RICHARD WHEELER, CHIEF ENGINEER IN CHARGE 
OF STEEL PRODUCTS DIVISION, BLACK, SIVALLS & BRYSON, 
INC. 


The Cuarrman. All right, Mr. Lineberry, I believe you have a pre- 
pared statement that you have previously submitted to the committee 
in accordance with its rules? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. Do you wish to proceed to read your statement? 

Mr. Lineserry. I do. 

The CHarrMan. You may proceed. 

Mr. Lineperry. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, 
we appreciate the opportunity of being heard because your investiga- 
tion of alleged defects in 1954 grain bins has developed into a matter 
of utmost importance to our company. We have 6 plants and 65 
branch warehouses and sales offices located in various cities across the 
country, with one of our principal plants and general offices located 
in Kansas City, Mo. 

We have 2,600 employees, 4,000 stockholders, and several hundred 
suppliers and customers, many of whom have been greatly disturbed 
by the widespread publicity given testimony of Mr. Bernard F. Locraft 
before the Senate Subcommittee on Investigations. Mr. Locraft 
charged Black, Sivalls & Bryson with faulty and careless fabrication 
of 1954 grain bins, asserting that we were in effect shortchanging the 
Government, estimating that 15 to 25 percent of the B. S. & B. bins 
would fail this year, and implying that 18-foot Government bins were 
being placed on 15-foot bases, all of which resulted in press reports 
that the taxpayers had “$177 million worth of bum grain bins.” 

As Mr. Locraft is a civil engineer and presumed to be testifying as 
an expert, the news services doubtlessly had reason enough to accept 
his statements as authoritative and accurate. However, his allega- 
tions, opinions, and sweeping conclusions reflect most unfavorably 
upon the reputation of our company, and unless authoritative and 
accurate, a great injustice has been done. 

A manufacturer’s reputation is earned by hard work over a long 
period of years. It is a priceless asset. We have 63 years of success- 
ful history behind our reputation at Black, Sivalls & Bryson and while 
we do not claim infallibility, we do claim a very high batting average 
for the quality of our manufacture and the dependability of our service. 

We feel that we have been unfairly attacked in the matter of the 
grain bin investigation. We were shocked by the unwarranted, 
erroneous, and in some instances, absurd statements and conclusions 
that were made before this distinguished committee by Mr. Locraft. 
It is injurious to our reputation, we are incensed about it, and there- 
fore appreciative of the opportunity to challenge Mr. Locraft as an 
authority, to present the facts as we see them and thus to try to erase 
this blot on our company’s good name. 

May I say now that we do not question the honesty or character of 
Mr. Locraft nor do we question his ability in his specialized field of 
work. We do very definitely question his ability and knowledge in 
the fields of sheet metal fabrication, grain storage and farm structures. 
It is our belief that without firsthand experience and technical know!l- 
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edge in these fields, his opinions, and conclusions are of little value and 
certainly cannot be regarded as authoritative. 

Following his testimony here on Friday, July 22, we were amazed 
to hear him admit on Monday, July 25, at a bin site in Edson, Kans., 
that he had had no metal working experience. It was quite obvious 
also that he was totally unfamiliar with the problems of grain bin 
erection. As a result of his 1-day experience at the Edson bin site, 
we are confident that if recalled before the Senate Subcommittee on 
Investigations, he should certainly feel obliged to change much of his 
testimony. 

A report on details leading up to and including investigation of 
Government grain bins at the Edson bin site, Edson, Kans., is here- 
with submitted to the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investi- 
gations. 

The CuHarrMAN. Where is the report you are referring to? 

The Chair would like to question about it so I will know what dis- 
position to make of it. 

(Document was handed to the chairman.) 

Senator Symrneton. Would it be in order to ask the witness, Mr. 
Chairman, if he would like to make this a part of the record? 

The CuarrMan. The Chair would like to interrogate him about it. 
What is this report that you just referred to in your testimony, Mr. 
Lineberry? 

Mr. Lineperry. This report was prepared by 4 of our officials, 2 
of whom are present here, who were present at Edson, Kans., at the 
time that 25 Government bins were to be relocated to provide for the 
rerouting of United States Highway 24. 

The CHarrMAN. That was last week or the week before last? 

Mr. Lineserry. That was July 25. 

The CHarrMan. Of this year? 

Mr. Lineserry. Of 1955, yes. 

The CuHarRMAN. This is a report that the employees of your com- 
pany made to you regarding the removal of those bins? 

Mr. LinesBerry. That is right; yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Then for the present it will be filed with the 
committee. When the staff has had an opportunity to examine it, 
the Chair will determine if it should be made a part of the record 
or an exhibit to the witness’ testimony. Until we have some oppor- 
tunity to read it and know what it contains, we will do that. It 
will be looked into. There may he some questions, then, that the 
committee shall want to ask you about. The staff has not seen it. 
Is that correct? It has not been made available to the staff before 
now; has it? 

Mr. Durry. It was made available last night, I think. Is that 
right? 

Mr. Linesperry. Yes. 

Mr. Durry. I have not had a chance to digest it. 

Senator Symineton. Will the Chair yield and let me ask a question? 

The CHarrMAN. Yes. 

Senator Symincton. When did the staff of this committee get in 
touch with you first? 

Mr. Lineserry. With reference to this hearing? 

Senator Symineron. That is right; with reference to anything. 
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Mr. Lineserry. Well, Mr. Kennedy—I suspect that Mr. Kennedy 
called me about a week before your arrival, Mr. Duffy, if you can 
help me recall when you were in Kansas City. 

Mr. Durry. The 21st, 22d, 23d, and 24th of June I was in Kansas 
City. 

Mr. Linesperry. That is when he first called me with reference 
to this matter. 

The CuarrMan. All right. Proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Laneserry. This is a factual report, referring to the report on 
the Edson bin site, which we feel is pertinent to the investigation. 
It covers the examination on July 25, 1955, of 25 B. S. & B. 1954 
Government grain bins ordered to be relocated by the Department of 
Agriculture because of a rerouting of United States Highway No. 24. 

The CHAarRMAN. May I inquire at that point whether these were 
bins that had been manufactured according to the specifications of the 
Government or were they bins, what do you call them, Perfection 
bins? 

Mr. Lineserry. They were not Perfection bins. 

The CuarrmMan. These all had been manufactured by your com- 
pany on Government specifications? 

Mr. Lineserry. Subject to a deviation which I will mention to 
meet the emergency. 

The Cuarrman. All right. If you cover it, that is all right. I 
thought we should know that. 

Mr. Lineserry. Twenty-five B. S. & B. new foundation rings 
were delivered to this site at the insistence of the United States 
Department of Agriculture on July 24 to be on hand for use as needed. 
The new foundation rings were fabricated on July 22 and 23 and a 


detailed inspection made by United States Navy Inspection Service. 
Certification was made by INSMAT that the foundation ring sheets 
conformed to Government specification and contract. 

The Cuarrman. By INSMAT, you mean the Navy inspectors; is 
that pt 


Mr. Lineperry. Yes, inspector of naval material. Both the new 
and the old foundation rings, however, were rejected at the Edson bin 
site after examination by, and following a subsequent conference 
between Mr. Bernard F. Locraft and Messrs. Charles D. Howe and 
Al Cumming of the United States Department of Agriculture, Wash- 
ington, D. C., and Mr. Earl Chapman of the ASC Office, Manhattan, 
Kans. 

Both the old and the new foundation rings were rejected for one 
stated reason only and that was not because the foundation rings 
were too small, not because the radius was too short, not because 
the holes were punched wrong, but because in Mr. Locraft’s own 
words— 

The corrugation at the top of the foundation ring is not fabricated concentric 
with the flat portion of the foundation sheet. 

We differ with Mr. Locraft’s interpretation of the Government 
specifications. We are positive that the configuration of the corruga- 
tion does very clearly conform to Government specifications and we 
are prepared to present to the committee a sample piece cut from a 
foundation ring which may be compared with a blown-up reproduction 
of the Government drawing No. 3323, sheet 1, dated April 1954, 
which we have prepared for ease of comparison. 
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You may recall Mr. Locraft testified that the specifications and the 
plans are very complete. 

Senator Symineton. May I ask a question at this point? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, 

Senator Symineron. As I get it, as late as July 24 the Navy and 
the Department of Agriculture, and this engineer, Locraft, are in 
disagreement about these rings and the specifications incident thereto; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Linesurry. Yes, sir. 

Senater Symineton. Do you happen to know whether or not the 
Navy Department has experience in engineering? 

Mr. Lineserry. Has experience? 

Senator SyMINGTON. Yes. 

Mr. Lineperry. I should certainly think so; yes, sir. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symington. Members of my family have graduated from 
Annapolis, and I understand they probably have the finest mech- 
anical engineering course in the United States. 

Mr. Lineperry. Our vice president in charge of engineering is a 
graduate of Annapolis; yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. He is not here? 

Mr. Lineserry. He is not here. 

Senator Symineton. You do have an engineer here? 

Mr. Lineperry. I do; Mr. Wheeler. 

Senator Symineron. Is he a graduate of any school? 

Mr. Lineperry. The Massachusetts Institute of Technology; yes, 
sir, a mechanical engineer. 

Senator Symineton. Do you know of any training in the Depart- 


ment of Agriculture that has to do with mechanical engineering? 

Mr. Lineperry, Any training? 

Senator Symineron. Is there any course in mechanical engineering 
in the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Lineserry. That I do not know. I do not know in the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Symrineton. Inasmuch as the Department of Serarere 


delegated this inspection to the Navy, the presumption would be that 
they did it because they did not know the details of fabrication of 
sheet metal parts and so forth, and that the Navy Department did. 
Would that not be logical to assume? 

Mr. Lineperry. That wouid certainly be logical to assume. I 
wouldn’t know whether that was the fact. 

Senator Symineron. In any case, as I understand it, the Navy 
Department approved the manufacturing results of these articles 
that you built and subsequently that approval was overruled by the 
Department of Agriculture and their engineers; is that correct? 

Mr. LineBerry. Yes, sir.+ 

Senator-Symineton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. There is just one thing I have. I do not believe 
you meant to leave the implication, necessarily, that the inspector was 
a graduate of the Naval Academy. 

r. Lineserry. No, I did not. 
_ The Cuarrman, I would not know who he is or what his qualifica- 
tions are. 

Mr. Lineperry. No, I am sorry ifI did. I did not intend to leave 
that impression, I have no knowledge. 

65818—55——11 
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The Cxarrman. All right; proceed. 

Mr. Lineserry. Mr. Locraft states that the bins should have a 
life of 5 to 10 years, but that 15 to 25 percent of the B. S. & B. bins 
may fail in the first year. The bins will have a life of 15 to 25 years or 
more with reasonable care. The Government has many bins that have 
been in service 15 years. 

The bins purchased by the Government last year were a great 
bargin for the taxpayer. Bins were purchased from B. S. i 
delivered and including erection, at a cost of 20.8 eents per bushel of 
capacity—the Government pays about 12 cents per bushel’ per year 
for private grain warehousing. Thus, the bins will pay for themselves 
in less than 2 years. A tremendous value that the Department of 
i is obtaining for the taxpayer in these days of rising prices. 
Many of the 1954 B. S. & B. bins have already been in service 1 year. 

Much of Mr. Locraft’s testimony rested upon his false assumption 
that the foundation ring was stiff, rigid, and unyielding. He stated 
that it could not be made to fit the 18 gage wall sheet which was much 
more flexible unless the foundation ring sheets were to a perfect radius, 
thus permitting on assembly the formation of a true circle. He 
actually stated that no tolerance was permissible in the radius of the 
foundation ring sheets. 

Senator Symrneton. I would like to interrupt again. What do 
you mean by no tolerance? Plus or minus nothing? 

Mr. Lineserry. Plus or minus nothing. ‘ 

Senator Symincton. Anybody that does not understand the mean- 
ing of plus or minus tolerances better go back to school; don’t you 
think? 

Mr. Laneserry. I don’t know where to find that sort of statement. 

Senator Symrneton. Can you make a Swiss watch with plus or 
minus nothing? 

Mr. Lineserry. I better refer that to my chief engineer. 

Mr. Wueeter. No, sir. 

Senator Symincton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. All right; let us proceed. 

Mr. Lineserry. He asserted that because of this inflexibility the 
erecting contractor had great difficulty in erecting the bins. uch 
time was spent in stressing the importance of this principal point. 
His apparent ignorance or misinformation on this subject and confu- 
sion regarding footing pads led to the erroneous and absurd conclusion 
that a bin 18 feet in diameter was being forced on a foundation ring 
only 15 feet in diameter. The caption in a Great Falls, Mont., news- 
paper reported, “18 Foot Government Bins Placed on 15-Foot Bases.”’ 

His reasoning, predicated on the inflexibility of the foundation ring, 
is so ridiculous as to be laughable to experienced sheet-metal fabri- 
cators and to erecting contractors. But*the erroneous conclusions it 
led to, constitute a most serious matter to B. S. & B. A damaged 
grain bin can be repaired, but who is going to repair the damage done 
to our company’s good reputation by the widespread publicity which 
was based, of course, upon Mr. Locraft’s conclusions? at are 
the facts? How inflexible are the foundation-ring sheets? Particu- 
larly, following Mr. Locraft's reasoning, how much stiffer and unbend- 
mie they in comparison to the lighter gage corrugated wall sheets? 

irst, at the bin site in Edson, Kans., 3 days after his testimony 
before this committee when he contended again and again that the 
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foundation-ring sections were rigid and that the flange at the bottom 
of the ring section would hold it to the manufactured radius, it was 
demonstrated to Mr. Locraft that the foundation ring was quite 
flexible and that care must be exercised in handling by the erecting 
contractor and in filling and tamping the dirt around the ring to assure 
a round bin. Mr. Locraft had never seen our printed erection in- 
structions but after looking at them and after watching the actual 
installation of a foundation ring he remarked ‘‘It is easy to see that if 
the erection instructions are followed a round bin can be made.”’ 

We want to point out here that there is nothing unusual about the 
bins at the Edson site. The flexibility of the foundation rings on 
those bins and of the new foundation rings furnished are the same as 
all the foundation rings furnished under these contracts. The 
flexibility of the foundation ring is a fact known to all persons familiar 
with the manufacture and erection of this type of bin. 

However, since this point of alleged inflexibility and the assertion 
of no permissible tolerance in the radius of the foundation-ring sheets 
were so greatly emphasized in alleging manufacturing defects, we 
wanted to demonstrate to you conclusively that it is a false and 
erroneous assumption. 

Therefore, we have had deflection tests made by the Midwest 
Research Institute, a leading, independent research institution whose 
complete and modern testing and laboratory facilities are widely 
known. A copy of the report of Midwest Research Institute is 
submitted herewith. 

(A document handed to the committee.) 

The Cuarrman, It may be filed for reference. The Chair, after 
the staff has examined it, will determine whether it should be made 
an exhibit. 

Proceed. 

Mr. Lineserry. The report shows that the foundation-ring sections 
are not only quite flexible, but easily damaged and thrown out of cur- 
vature by careless handling. I am certain you will be amazed to 
learn, in contrast to Mr. Locraft’s testimony, that the tests show also 
greater flexibility in the flanged foundation-ring sheets than is found 
in either the 18- or 20-gage corrugated wall sheets. 

Also in this report by Midwest Research Institute are stress calcula- 
tions on the corrugation at the top of the foundation ring. These cal- 
culations are based on a foundation ring manufactured according to 
B. S. & B.’s interpretation of the specifications. That is, that the 
outer surface of the corrugation where the first wall ring corrugated 
sheet is attached, is flush with the vertical straight portion of the 
foundation wall sheet. 

These stress calculations show that with a full loaded bin the maxi- 
mum stress at the juncture of the corrugation and the vertical, straight 
portion is approximately 18,200 pounds persquareinch. The strength 
of the material as taken from accepted handbooks is approximately 
40,000 pounds per square inch. 

This indicated factor of safety of better than 2 tol is at wide variance 
with Mr. Locraft’s testimony that there is no appreciable factor of 
safety in design. For this type of structure our engineers consider 
the factor of safety quite adequate. That is borne out by the fact 
that we have observed no failures of foundation rings in the field. 

Mr. Locraft’s erroneous and misleading conclusions were reached 
without the benefit of firsthand experience in sheet-metal fabrication 
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and without knowledge of grain-bin erection instructions and pro- 
cedures. He was so completely uninformed as to be surprised to 
learn at the Edson, Kans., bin site that the manufacturer was not 
responsible for the erection work. 

He freely discusses errors in fabrication as punching of the holes 
and in rolling the sheets to curvature and yet has never seen the inside 
of our plant. He has never examined our shears, gang punches, 
press breaks, or rolling machines. He has not inspected our piercing 
dies or corrugating dies. He has not seen the stop gages on this 
equipment which makes for accuracy of work and minimizes human 
error, And yet he testified that he looked at several hundred grain 
bins, declared all that he saw defective and to be purely the fault of 
fabrication. 

Senator Symineron. I would like to ask one question, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Do you mean that this engineer came before this committee and in 
effect indicted your company to this extent without ever going through 
your shop practice or asking advice of your experts on the construc- 
tion of grain bins? 

Mr. Lineserry. I do; yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Well, I want to say to the committee that 
that is almost unbelievable. Let me ask you another question. How 
long have you been in the grain-bin construction business as a corpora- 
tion? 

Mr. Lineserry. Better than 25 years. 

Senator Symineron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Laneperry. We have developed factual information as 
reported by the investigation of bins at Edson, Kans., and by the 
test reports of the Midwest Research Institute. But we have gone 
still further in our sincere and earnest effort to present the complete 
and true facts which this distinguished committee desires and to 
which the public is entitled. 

To that end’and after conferring with representatives of the Mid- 
west Research Institute and with Prof. Norval Curry of the School of 
Agriculture Engineering and a specialist in farm structures at lowa 
State University, we decided to employ Dr. H. J. Ba re, an inde- 

endent, private consultant to review the allegationr of manu- 
acturing defects, to inspect our manufacturing facilities asnd methods 
of fabricating grain bins and to examine as many 1954 Government 
bins furnished by B. S. & B. as the limited time available would 
permit and to report his findings to the Senate Permanent Subcom- 
mittee on Investigations. 

Dr. Barre is regarded as a leading authority on grain storage and 
farm structures. He is a native Kansan and a graduate of the School 
of Agricultural Engineering at Kansas State College. He holds 
advanced degrees, both master’s and doctor’s, in engineering and 
— pane from Iowa State College. 

uring his last 5 years on the staff of Iowa State College, Dr. 


Barre was also employed as agent in charge of grinatenten investi- 


gations for the United States Department o iculture. Sub- 
sequently, from 1943 to 1953, he was head of the Agricultural Engineer- 
ing School at Purdue University. While with Purdue University and 
with the United States Department of Agriculture, he served as a 
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consultant to the Commodity Credit Corporation on the procurement 
of grain bins. Since that time he has served as a consultant to manu- 
facturers of steel grain bins and farm buildings. 

We consider him eminently qualified to report on this matter as an 
expert. 

nN statement of his findings is submitted herewith. 

The CHArRMAN. It may be filed for reference. 

Proceed. 

Mr. Lineserry. He accompanied me to Washington and is 
prepared to make a statement of his findings. We respectfully 
ask that he be given an opportunity to be heard and to testify. 

We of Black, Sivalls & Bryson management knew, of course, that 
an investigation was being made. We had no reason to be concerned 
or fearful of a factual investigation. We had no notion or reason to 
suspect that erroneous, misleading and unsubstantiated conclusions 
would be presented in testimony and widely publicized. 

We have made many landing gears for the Banshee jet fighter. We 
are now completing a contract for the manufacture of control valves 
for the Atomic Energy Commission. We have satisfactorily fulfilled 
many Government contracts and have received commendation on 
many occasions for the high quality of our manufacture. 

We are accustomed to rigid inspection both by INSMAT and by 
our Own inspectors. Our general foreman has been in charge of our 
production line on grain bins and steel tanks for over 25 years; our 
line foreman has 18 years shop experience at B. S. & B.; our chief 
inspector has been in charge of inspection for over 25 years; our 
assistant superintendent has been in charge of warehousing and 
shipping for 20 years; our chief engineer on grain storage is a graduate 
mechanical engineer and has 8 years of B. S. & B. service; our chief 
engineer of the steel products division is a mechanical engineering 
graduate of Massachusetts Institute of Technology and is with me 
in Washington and available to the committee for testimony. 

Also with me in Washington and available for testimony is M. G. 
Purpus, our general manager of sales of the steel products division, 
who, in addition to having 10 years’ experience in contract sales of 
sheet-metal products, has represented our company in most of the 
discussions with the United States Department of Agriculture and 
with the various agricultural stabilization and conservation offices 
of the various States. 

We are unusually well experienced in sheet-metal fabrication. We 
know what we are doing and have no fear whatsoever of a factual 
investigation of any kind on the manufacturing quality of any of 
our products. 

We feel that we have been unfairly singled out for unwarranted 
criticism. It was indicated by the testimony of the Claims Division 
representative, Mr. Bailey, that other manufacturers may have sup- 
plied defective parts. e understand that certain other manufac- 
turers of metal grain bins have been in the field doing repair work 
on their bins. We would not wish our competitors to be thrown in 
the spotlight of unfavorable publicity, but we would like to know 
why we were singled out for criticism. 

We informed the Agriculture Department quite promptly that we 
were eager to cooperate, and that we would repair any bins that. were 
found to be defective and for which we were responsible. 
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Senator Symineton. When you informed the Agricultural Depart- 
ment, when was that, roughly? Well, let us put it this way: Was 
that before you had an idea of any investigation? 

Mr. Lavezserry. It was within the last 2 months. 

Senator Symincton. Was that before you knew of this investigation 
or afterwards? 

Mr. Lineserry. Before. 

Senator Symineron. You told the Department of Agriculture be- 
fore this investigation started that as an old and reputable manufac- 
turer you ae be glad to make any restitution that was mutually 
considered right with respect to any faulty equipment that you had 
made? 

Mr. Lineserry. I didn’t myself. Mr. Purpus, would you answer 
that question? 

He was handling it. 

Mr. Purpus. I would be very happy to do so, sir. 

The first meeting which we attended with the officials of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, or branches, was in Manhattan, Kans. At that 
time, it was our suggestion that we have a combined factfinding group 
go out into the field to try to determine the solution of this problem. 

It was suggested at that time that the Department of Agriculture 
send an engineer. If the erection contractors so desired they should 
send an engineer, and we would send an engineer from our firm. The 
three of them together would try to find a solution to this problem. 
The meeting was adjourned at that particular time on the basis that 
it was a possible solution and a practical suggestion and that we would 
be advised as to how to proceed on that basis. 

We have since waited a great period of time to hear from the De- 
partment of Agriculture ol finally made a trip to Washington to find 
out the results. We were then informed that, at that time, it was 
determined that we should not go along, but an independent investiga- 
tion was being made by the Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Symineton. And that independent investigation made by 
the Department of Agriculture was decided upon after you offered to 
cooperate with them fully and make any restitution incident to any 
mistakes on the part of your company? 

Mr. Purpus. Senator, I, of course, would not know when they 
decided to make their investigation. I can truthfully say that it was 
certainly within that realm of period of time. 

Senator Symincton. Who headed up the investigation made by 
the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Purpvs. I have been told that Mr. Molander, who has testified 
before the committee, made a survey sometime in the earlier part of 
this year, and, of course, at a later date Mr. Bernard Locraft has made 
an investigation. Incidentally, the meeting in Kansas, if you would 
like that date, was held on December 16, 1954. 

Senator Symincron. At any time since December 1954, the exact 
date you mentioned, Mr. Lineberry, has your company refused to 
make any financial restitution that was demanded by the Department 
of Agriculture? 

Mr. Lineserry. No, we have not refused. We have said that 
when the facts are established, our responsibility is clearly shown, we 
are prepared, as we have done for many years, to stand behind our 
products, stand behind the quality of our manufacture, certainly. 
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Mr. Symineron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lingeserry. We supplied the United States Department of 
Agriculture with 2,465 Government bins in 1950, and with 1,000 in 
1953. We never had any word of complaint on any of these bins. 
In fact you heard Mr. Molander, engineer with the United States 
Department of Agriculture, testify that he had examined some of our 
1953 bins in Iowa and found them satisfactory. 

I presume the committee have been informed that our 1953 bins 
were manufactured in the very same manner as our 1954 bins. There 
has been no evidence of failure of any kind on the 1953 bins or on the 
2,465 bins furnished in 1950 that are now beginning their sixth year 
of dependable service. Again, we are at a loss to understand why 
we have been singled out for reckless, unwarranted criticism in a 
public hearing. 

In conelusion, I wish to state that, from our investigation, the facts 
show: 

First, the foundation ring is quite flexible and easily permits the 
erection of a round bin; 

Second, the foundation ring is not too small and has been fabricated 
in accordance with contract specifications; 

Third, the gang punching of the holes was done correctly and in 
accordance with standard practice; 

Fourth, the configuration of the corrugation at the top of the 
foundation ring wall sheet has been fabricated in accordance with 
contract specifications; and 

Fifth, the footing pads were fabricated within tolerances allowed 
by contract specifications. 

For your review, our chief engineer has with him a series of large 
photographs showing each step in the fabricating process. He has 
had prepared blown-up reproductions of the contract specifications 
in order that you may readily see the basis for our interpretation. 
He also has samples, actual samples, of the foundation wall sheets 
and of the corrugated wall sheets available for your examination. 

There would be no way by which our company could increase 
profits by misfabrication. The bins, as fabricated, if properly 
erected, will, in our opinion, provide long and satisfactory grain 
storage at low cost to the Government. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, there is an additional aspect to these investi- 
gations which I have been reluctant to mention and did not include 
in my prepared statement, which, after attending yesterday’s hearing 
and after further thought I feel should be called to the attention of 
the committee, which we feel has a sincere interest in developing all 
the facts. 

Subject to your approval, I should like to make a brief supplemental 
statement. 

The CuarrMan. You may proceed. 

Mr. Lineserry. We are curious to know why Mr. C. E. Huff, of 
the Huff Construction Co., and his associate, Mr. Roland Abel, a 
Kansas City accountant and lawyer, have been so busily engaged 
since late 1954 publicizing alleged manufacturing defects in 1954 
B. S. & B. bins furnished to the Government. 

The Huff Construction Co. was given a contract by B.S. & B. to 
erect 610 bins for us in Illinois. Mr. C. E. Huff, a principal in the 
company, is a former B. S. & B. employee. These 610 were the only 
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bins for which we had an erection contract with the United States 
Department of Agriculture. 

You are probably aware that the Huff Construction Co. filed suit 
against us December 4, 1954, in the amount of $289,000 for excessive 
costs alleged to have been caused by defective fabrication of parts. 
We gave Mr. Huff the contract on the basis of $200 per bin, or a total 
sum of $122,000 for the erection of 610 bins. 

Huff Construction Co. had previously erected B. S. & B. 1954 
bins for the Government in Kansas—bins which he now alleges were 
difficult to erect. Yet with the benefit of that experience and with 
their erection costs in hand, Huff Construction was willing to contract 
for the erection of 610 B. S. & B. bins in Illinois. 

Before Huff Construction completed the Illinois contract, another 
contractor who had already erected B. S. & B. 1954 bins for the 
Government in Illinois was heard by a B. S. & B. field engineer to offer 
to complete the erection of the remainder of the 610 bins at a profit 
to Mr. Huff. During the erection period, we had no serious complaints 
from any of the remaining 18 contractors who had erection contracts 
with the Government to erect B. S. & B. 1954 bins. We had minor 
oral complaints from four of these contractors, which complaints were 
handled promptly. 

Now, photographs of folds and bulges in corrugated wall sheets of 
bins reportedly located in Kansas were received through the mails 
by the Illinois ASC office some months ago. Individual erecting 
contractors have told us of being urged by Mr. Huff to defend them- 
selves against action that may be taken by Black, Sivalls & Bryson. 

Mr. Ben Schiffman, financial editor of the Kansas City Star, called 
me late in March of 1955 to verify information he had received con- 
cerning alleged defects in B. S. & B. bins delivered to the Govern- 
ment. He had been invited to a noon luncheon in the private dining 
room of the Traders National Bank where Mr. Huff was known to do 
financing. We are told that Mr. Huff has offered assurances that his 
debts will be paid as soon as he collects from Black, Sivalls & Bryson. 
I do not know the extent of Mr. Abel’s interest in Huff Construction. 

Also present with Mr. Schiffman at the luncheon were a vice presi- 
dent of the bank, a stockbroker, Mr. C. E. Huff, and his associate, Mr. 
Roland Abel. Photographs of grain bins with deformations in the cor- 
rugations were shown to those present. Mr. Huff had written a letter 
addressed to a noted Washington columnist which contained alarming 
information regarding faulty grain bins alleged to have been manufac- 
tured by B. S. & B., and in which letter Mr. Huff offered to fly to 
Washington to provide the columnist with more detailed information. 

Senator Symineton. Where did you get that information? 

Mr. Lineserry. Mr. Ben Schiffman. 

conaber Symineton. What was the name of the columnist; do you 

ow 

Mr. Linzeserry. Mr. Pearson, I believe. 

Senator Symineron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lineserry. Mr. Schiffman was told, after the photographs 
and letter were shown to him, that this was an opportunity for a big 
story of scandalous proportions. Mr. Schiffman called me for veri- 
fication of the report. I told him that it was incredible and without 
factual basis. Although Mr. Schiffman did not feel justified in 
writing the story without more knowledge of the facts, a Washington 
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news release was made a few days later and appeared in several news- 
papers containing essentially the same information as was contained 
in Mr. Huff’s letter shown to Mr. Schiffman. We understand that 
other newswriters have been actively contacted by Mr. Huff regarding 
alleged defects in B.S. & B. bins. We understand Mr. Huff has been 
frequently in touch with the Department of Agriculture in Wash- 
ington. We have learned that one Congressman had a personal call 
from Huff and Abel. 

Senator Symrineton. What Congressman was that? 

Mr. Lineperry. Congressman Hope, of Kansas. Another Con- 
gressman informed our officials that he had a letter and a personal 
visit from Mr. Huff and as a result of which the Congressman wrote 
the Commodity Credit Corporation asking it to investigate. 

Senator Symineron. What Congressman was that? 

Mr. Lineserry. Congressman Scrivner, of Kansas. 

Photographs of folds and bulges in Kansas bins were received 
through the mails by the ASC office in Illinois. Individual erecting 
one have been urged by Mr. Huff to defend themselves against 
B.S. & B. 

Mr. Huff’s and Mr. Abel’s unusual activity and their many trips 
to Washington apparently to publicize allegations of manufacturing 
defects in B. 8S. & B. bins are difficult for us to understand unless they 
are fearful of the quality of their construction work and are attempting 
to transfer the blame to the manufacturer. This incidentally could 
conceivably be helpful to them in bringing about a settlement of their 
claim against B. S. & B. 

I should like to read my letter to stockholders, dated June 20, and 
a subsequent letter written by Mr. Huff to one of the erecting con- 
tractors, and offer them as exhibits for the record. 

The CuatrMan. They may be read. Read them now and we will 
see what they contain. 

Mr. Lineperry. This letter is addressed to Mr. M. G. Purpus; 
Black, Sivalls & Bryson, Kansas City, Mo. It is written by Mr. 
C. B. Rolph, of the Rolph Construction Co., Luverne, Minn., and is 
dated June 30, 1955. 

Enclosed you will find copy of the letter that we received from Huff Construc- 
tion Co. Hope this is of some value to you. 

Very truly yours, 
C. B. Roups. 

Here is the letter on the letterhead of the Huff Construction Co., 
412 Commerce Trust Building, Kansas City, Mo., dated June 27, 1955. 

The Cuatrman. The first will be made exhibit 14, and the letter 
you have now identified may be made exhibit 15. I would like to have 
them read. ‘I would like to hear them. 

Mr. Lineperry. The second letter is on the letterhead of the Huff 
Construction Co., 412 Commerce Trust Building, Kansas City, Mo., 
dated June 27, 1955, addressed to the Rolph Construction Co., 
Luverne, Minn. : 

GENTLEMEN: It will be made plain to you when you read the attached photo- 
static copy of a letter dated June 20, which was sent by B. 8. & B. to all stoek- 
holders that B. 8. & B. fully intends to push every possible dollar of loss from the 
defective grain bins upon the erection contractors. 

Much progress has been made and I have cooperated with the Government. in 
every way to determine the facts. All contractors are in exactly the same position. 


My position is no different from that of any other contractor, unless it might be 
because I have worked harder at it than the other contractors. 
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Senator Symineron. Just let me ask a question there, if I may 
Why did the Rolph Construction Co. send you this letter if they were 
in the same position as a disgruntled employee who has brought a suit 
against you? ‘ 

Mr. Lineserry. Well, they were one of the erecting contractors of 
B. S. & B. 1954 bins furnished the Government. _ 

Senator Symrneron. Have you had any complaints from them? 

Mr. Linzezerry. No, no complaints that were more than of a minor 
nature and which were a settled. fie : 

Senator Symrneron. Then what they are actually doing in sending 
you this letter, as I understand it, is trying to help you with the 
problem? 

Mr. Livesperry. I think so. I think so; yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. Proceed with the letter. 

Mr. LineBerry (reading) : 

A passive, do-nothing attitude could be taken as an admission of fault on your 
part. On July 5 officials for the Department of as and B.S. & B. will 
meet again to negotiate a settlement. Apparently B. S. & B. has been informed 
of all the facts. he contractors have been told nothing. B.S. & B. might make 
an easy settlement and then be scot-free to pecan y you and me. The 
Government most certainly will prosecute us for every dollar it can get unless we 
come forward now and defend ourselves. 

The Department of Agriculture must not make a deal with B. 8. & B. on July 5 
or at any later date that does not consider our rights, and we must be informed. 

Write or wire: Mr. George E. Cooper, Office of General Counsel, Department of 
Agriculture, Washington 25, D. C. 

Be brief, but tell your rong Have your attorney eee but do not delay. 

The McClellan Senate Permanent Investigating mmittee is making a 
thorough investigation of the whole grain-bin affair. This committee should 
have a copy of your information. Address it to: Mr. L. J. Duffy, Senate Perma- 
nes ae en Subcommittee, room 160, Senate Office Building, Washington 


5, D. C. 
Remember we have no knowledge that any contractor will be invited or even 
represented at the July 5 meeting. 
Sincerely, 


Hurr Construction Co. 
C. E. Hurr. 
The CuatrmMan. You referred to a copy of a letter that you sent 
out to your stockholders. Have you read that yet? 
Mr. Lineserry. No, I have not. I have that before me. 
: The Cuarrman. I wish you would read it. It will be made exhibit 
o. 16. 
Mr. Lineperry. This letter is dated June 20, 1955, on Black, 
Sivalls & Bryson letterhead, addressed: 


To our stockholders, 
Ref, pi States Agriculture Department alleges defects in B. 8S. & B. 1954 
grain bins. 

The Agriculture Department alleges that the foundation rings of the grain bins 
supplied the Government by B. 8. & B. in 1954 do not conform to drawings and 
antes and that there is collapsing or buckling of corrugations in the wall 
sheets of the bins. 


“ this point Senator Symington withdrew from the hearing 
room. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair will make this announcement: This 
committee requires two of its members present fora quorum. Senator 
Symington had to leave for a moment. I see potas wrong in your 
continuing to read your letter. After that we will have to suspend 
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until he returns. The letter is in evidence as an exhibit, and you 


may read it. 
Mr. LineBerry (reading): 


Officials of our company met with officials of the Grain Division of the Agri- 
culture Department in Washington last week. The findings of an investigation 
made by the Grain Division were presented and the claim was made that grain 
bins were defective and that the company would be expected to make necessary 
repairs. It was also indicated that there were errors in erection of the bins made 
by the erecting contractors. B.S. & B. is responsible through a subcontractor for 
the erection of only 610 bins. The balance of the bins were erected by other 
constructors with whom the Government has contracts or by the Government 
itself. 

Our engineers and production officials have made visual inspection of a number 
of the sites where grain bins of B. 8. & B. manufacture are located. We found 
no bins to have collapsed. Although there was evidence of faulty construction 
at certain sites, generally speaking the bins were observed to be weathertight 
and graintight. 

The foundation rings were not fabricated by Black, Sivalls & Bryson, but by 
one of our local subcontractors for whom we are responsible and who had fabri- 
cated foundation rings for us in 1953. A pilot bin was erected and was inspected 
and accepted by representatives of the Agriculture Department. All bins 
including the foundation rings were inspected and accepted by United States 
Navy inspection before shipment from our plant. 

The allegations of the Agriculture Department are based upon assumptions of 
facts which, so far as we are concerned, have not been determined. Further- 
more, the respective responsibilities of the erection contractors and of the manu- 
facturer have yet to be established. We need and requested from 60 to 90 days 
to make a thorough investigation but the Agriculture Department has insisted 
= we = our intentions within the next 3 weeks and we have agreed to try 
and comply. 

Our company assured the Agriculture Department that we are, of course, 
ready to cooperate and correct any errors for which we are responsible. Until we 
have all the facts in hand, we are unable to state the extent of our responsibility. 
We believe the situation to have been magnified completely out of proportion to 
its true size. We have no basis for estimating the cost of repairs at this time, 
but the estimates that have been made appear quite excessive. 

B. 8. & B. started manufacturing grain bins more than 25 years ago. We have 
manufactured and sold many thousands of grain bins in recent years, both for the 
Government and for commercial use. Our bins have always been known for 
quality and long service. 


Yours very truly, 
(Signed) Kuennetao W. LIneBERRy, 
President. 


(At this point Senator Symington entered the hearing room.) 

The CuarrmMan. Senator Symington, you were absent from the 
room about 2 minutes. During that time, the witness was reading or 
was in the process of reading when you left a letter that had already 
been made an exhibit in the record. Uuder the rules of our committee, 
it requires two members of the committee to be present to constitute 
aquorum. In view of the fact that he was any reading a letter and 
not giving testimony, the Chair felt that he might continue, that the 
ven might continue, reading the letter during your absence and 
soruled. . 

Senator Symineron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Actually, I was 
reading ahead of Mr. Lineberry. I had already read the letter. 

The CuarrMan. I knew you had a copy of the letter he was reading. 
It had been furnished to you. I do not think there was an infraction 
of the rules. 

We will proceed. I would like to ask you a question, Mr. Line- 
berry, at this point. What is the number of your stockholders to 
whom the letter went? 
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Mr. Linezerry. About 4,000. 

The Cuarrman. About 4,000 stockholders. Do you have any 
further statement? I only wanted to get that information at this 
point. Do you have a further statement to make? 

Mr. Lineserry. I do not. 

The CuarrmMan. Have you concluded, now, your prepared state- 
ment, including the supplement to it which you have just read? 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. First, the Chair would like to state as far as I 
know no Arkansas citizens are involved in this, and I do not know 
whether we have any of these grain bins down there. But you men- 
tioned about Mr. Huff and Mr. Abel. Are they citizens of Kansas or 
of Missouri, do you know? 

Mr. Lineserry. I am not certain. I do not know. 
saree CuarrMan. I thought the letter went out from Kansas City, 

oO. 

Mr. Lineserry. I believe their business address is Kansas City, 


Mo. 

The CuartrMan. I was trying to determine whether this was de- 
veloping into a controversy between Missouri citizens as well as the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Chairman, if the Chair will yield to me 
on that point, I would say that the important thing now, as I see it, 
in this hearing—and I know the chairman with his reputation for fair- 
ness will agree—is to establish what is just and right, regardless of 
where anybody lives. I do not know whether Mr. Huff or any of these 
people are Kansans or Missourians. I do know this is a Missouri 
company employing approximately 2,600 people in Missouri. 

Mr. Lineserry. It is not that many in Missouri. Pardon me. 

Senator Symineton. I would be the first to want a company to be 
punished for what it has been doing, if it is wrongdoing. But on the 
other hand, if it has been enialy treated by the Department of 
Agriculture, then I should hope that the chairman will, in his cus- 
tomary manner, bring out the facts so that the people can form their 
conclusions in this matter based on the facts. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair certainly meant no reflection among the 
citizens of Kansas or the citizens of Missouri. But I do sense a con- 
troversy between Mr. Lineberry and Mr. Huff, or their companies, a 
controversy between them that this committee will not be able to re- 
solve. I am sure that will have to go to another branch of the Gov- 
ernment, to the courts ultimately, for adjudication. What the Chair 
wishes to do first is to clear up one thing. I would like to make this 
statement: The Chair is not getting any great pleasure out of having 
to remain here after the adjournment of Congress and conduct these 
hearings. But I did feel in justice to Mr. Lineberry’s company, after 
the testimony was adduced heré a few days ago and the publicity 
given to it, that Mr. Lineberry was entitled to be heard, or representa- 
tives of his company were entitled to be heard, before this committee 
adjourned for the summer; at least to get his side of the story before 
the public, as the other side had been presented. 

I did not feel it was fair to you, sir, or to your company, not to give 
you an opportunity to be heard at the earliest date the committee 
could hear you. For that reason, sir, we are now in the process of 
these hearings, when I would like to be on my way home. I wished 
to state that to you first. 
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Mr. Laneserry. We are very appreciative, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMAN. The next thing the Chair wishes to clear up is your 
statement about. being singled out. I trust you do not imply that 
the committee is singling your company out. 

Mr. LrneBerry. Coossbaie do not. 

The Cuarrman. You may have been singled out by someone else, 
but the committee had no knowledge of your company or of anyone 
involved in this controversy. The chairman felt in view of the 
information that had come to us about defective grain bins, that the 
Government’s interest had not been and was not vane adequately 
protected. Whether the fault lay in the Department of Agriculture 
in failing to provide adequate or proper plans and specifications to 
get the kind of product that was required to give service, or whether 
there was fault in the manufacturing of it, and a failure on the part of 
naval inspectors to detect those faulty fabrications, and reject them 
before the Government had them installed, or whether contractors, 
erection or construction contractors, that placed them up, placed the 
bins at the site, the location to be served, were at fault, the Chair did 
not know, and the committee did not know. 

But in view of the fact that I think it is hardly disputed that as 
the bins exist they are not giving the quality of service and the 
character of service that they are intended to give. Where the fault 
lies in between, and to what extent and how many of them are not 
giving the service, I do not know. But I felt that the Government’s 
interest required this investigation. Otherwise, I would not be spend- 
ing any time on it. 

I wish to say to you, and to all others who may come before this 
committee before ees hearings are finally concluded, that it will 
be the purpose of the Chair, and I am sure that will be the purpose of 
every member of this committee, to simply find out whether the 
Government’s interest is being protected; and, if not, where the fault 
lies, and to recommend such corrective measures as will prevent or 
foreclose further damage to the Government and the loss of taxpayers’ 
money if such exists and has occurred in the past. So that is the whole 
purpose of it, 

As I understand the import of your testimony, Mr. Lineberry, it 
is that you have been in the manufacturing business for many years, 
your company, for some 63 years; not only manufacturing bins of 
this character for the Government and for commercial sale, but also 
manufacturing many other metal products for the Government and 
also for commercial grade. Is that correct? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Your position is that these bins, subject to the 
normal errors or discrepancies that might occur in any manufacture, 
subject to those normal deficiencies that might occur, were all manu- 
factured according to the specifications and standards that your 
contract called for? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And your contention is if they are not giving the 
service, if they are not today performing and a up, and the life 
of them is not meeting the normal expectancy of them, the fault is 
not in the manufacture or the fabrication but the fault lies wholly 
with the erection, the manner in which they were erected? Is that 
the import of your testimony? That is the way I understood it. 
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Mr. Laneperry. I would not say wholly the fault. There are 
many factors. 

The Cuarrman. Maybe I used too strong a word. You give us 
the proper word. 

Mr. Sees, Well, there are many factors. It would be diffi- 
cult to make a categorical answer to that question. In Kansas, where 
the problem seems to be more prevalent than anywhere else, the bins 
were erected at a time when there was a great rush, a great emergencv 
to meet grain that was in need of being stored. 

The Cuarrman. You mean they were erected at that tim~? 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. Were they being manufactured under the same 

ency? 

"SL asibiaies: The conditions that affected the erecting did not 
affect the manufacturing. But the point I am bringing to your 
attention is that there were factors, rainy weather—you set a founda- 
tion ring in dry soil, and you have a new bin, and you get a terrific 
rainstorm, and a great deal of moisture, and if it happens to be on a 
slope—well, there are factors of that kind that enter into a situation 
that can affect it, particularly if the bin is not fully erected properly, 

The Cuarrman. In other words, you are saying now that a bin 
can be properly manufactured and fabricated and it can be properly 
erected by a competent contractor and yet there may be soil conditions 
or weather conditions due to the particular location on which it is 
constructed that might cause some of these conditions? 

Mr. LinEBERRY. That would make exception to a statement that 
it would be wholly the fault—— 

The Cuarrnman. Therefore, it would not be wholly the fault of the 
contractor? 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrman. Are there any other exceptions that you can 
think of? 

Mr. Linzserry. I think, as far as I am personally concerned, 
IT am not as close to the field problems. That is the principal one 
that occurs to me, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. In other words, your contention is that the bins 
that you have sold to the Government and delivered to them that 
passed naval inspection, whether that inspection was adequate or 
not but which passed, and which went out to be erected, either by 
the Government or by other contractors of its selection, that those 
bins should have stood up and did stand up except for these two 
conditions that you mentioned, faulty erection or the other conditions 
to which you referred; is that correct? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir. 

(At this point Senator Mundt entered the hearing room.) 

The CuarrMan. There is just one other point that the Chair 
wishes to interrogate you about at this time. 

On page 4 of your statement, your prepared statement, Mr. Line- 
berry, beginning about the middle of the page, you say: 

Both the old and the new foundation rings were rejected for one stated reason 
only, and that was not because the foundation rings were too small, not because 
the radius was too short, not because the holes were punched wrong, but because, 


in Mr. Locraft’s own words, the corrugation at the top of the foundation rings is 
not fabricated concentric with the flat portion of the foundation sheet. 
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Then you say: 
We differ with Mr. Locraft’s interpretation of the Government’s specifications, 


If you will pardon me, the Chair wishes to come down here, and I 
will try to stand in front of the other members of the committee, and 
ask you to examine a drawing that I have in my hand. I am not an 
engineer and do not know that I can probably interrogate you about it. 

I hold in my hand here a drawing which has been approved by Mr. 
Locraft. This drawing has not yet been made a part of this record, 
but since Mr. Locraft may testify again, and in view of the fact that 
he has O. K.’d this to indicate whether the fault is in the manufacturing 
or in the fabrication, I present it to you for your comments, 

As I understand it, the specifications, at least according to his 
interpretation, and I assume the interpretation of the Department of 
Agriculture, would require—well, can you identify what this is? 

Mr. Lineserry. May I call on my chief engineer, Mr. Wheeler? 

The Cuatrman. All right, Mr. Wheeler. 

Mr. Wueeter. This is the first wall sheet above the foundation 
ring. This represents the foundation ring [indicating]. 

The CuarrMAN. This is the foundation ring? 

Mr. Wueeer. Can I get a sample to show you, sir? 

The CuarrMan. Just a minute. 

If there are any errors in this, you can get it, or if you have another 
one which better illustrates it. I want to use this because it has 
Mr. Locraft’s O. K. 

Mr. Wueeuer, I was going to get a section of the foundation ring. 

The CuarrMan. Is it your interpretation of the plans and specifica- 
tions that the first ring above the foundation—is this the foundation 
[indicating]? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Should be corrugated in that fashion so as to permit 
that to be tightened when the two parts are drawn together? 

Mr. Wuee er. I don’t agree with the drawing, sir. 

The CHarrMan. You do not agree with this drawing? 

Mr. Wueeter. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Now, as I understand it, according to Mr. Locraft, 
instead of this being fabricated, so that it would normally fit, your 
fabrication has been corrugated so that when the bolt is tightened to 
draw it together, it causes—I do not know how to describe it, except 
the reaction indicated above by the drawing here—bulging. That 
seems to be one of his principal criticisms of the fabrication, as I 
understand his testimony. 

What do you have to say about it? Should that be fabricated so as 
to fit at that point, or does it actually make no difference whether it is 
fabricated in a corrugated design like that? 

oan Wuee ter. The design calls for a complete corrugation around 
the top. - 

The Cuarrman. Do you mean the re Department design? 

Mr. Wueeter. Yes, sir. Here is a blowup from the Agricultural 
specifications, drawing No. 3323, sheet 1 of 4. 

Senator Symineron. If I may interrupt, Mr. Chairman, I saw that 
drawing and I ask the chairman to carefully look at that drawing. I 
saw it right after lunch. 

The Cuarrman, All right. 
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In other words, what you are holding before the committee now is 
the Department of Agriculture drawing submitted to you as a specifi- 
cation you were to follow in the manufacture of this product? 

Mr. Wueeter. That is correct, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Does this corrugation at this point [indicating] 
represent this same position on the first sheet, where the bolt is, on 
the drawing that I have been discussing? 

Mr. Wueerter. As far as the representation of the parts, that is 
correct. 

The Cuareman, In other words, this point [indicating], this point 
here, where it shows it to be corrugated from the Agriculture Depart- 
ment’s drawing and specification, corresponds with the point here 
padioaing! on the drawing O. K.’d by Mr. Locraft, where it shows the 

olt; is that correct? 

Mr. Wueeter. That is correct. 

The CuarrMan. That is where the foundation ‘and the first ring 
come together? 

Mr. Wueeter. Correct. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, I will ask you the simple ques- 
tion—and I do not know—would it not be better mechanical engineer- 
ing to have the pieces instead of corrugated at that point where the 
bolt goes, to have that manufactured straight and level rather than 
corrugated in order to get a better fit? I ask you that simple question. 

Mr. Wueever. The corrugation helps support the bin when 
matched. However, the checking of the loading on the bolts, the 
bolts would be sufficient to hold the bin up if it was a flat section. 

The CHarRMAN. You are an engineer? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. I ask you simply which is the better engineering 
and designing for that kind of construction, the corrugated or the 
straight? 

Mr. Wueeter. The corrugated. 

The Cuarrman. The corrugated is better than the straight? 

Mr. Wueeter. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Why? 

Mr. Wuetever. Because it reduces the loading on the bolts due to the 
ee loading on the wall, thereby reducing the reaction on the wall 
the bolt. 

The Cuatrman. Let me ask you another question. Then in proper 
erection, should that bolt be so tightened as to draw the corrugation 
down flat, as indicated on this side [indicating]. 
got eee, It is supposed to be drawn down flat as indicated on 
that side. 

However, I have already stated that I do not agree with the con- 
figuration as shown in this drawing on this portion over here [in- 
ee rsce 
Mr. Durry. May I ask a question? 

The Cuarrman. Just a moment. The Chair is trying to get an 
understanding. 


Now, you say you do not agree with this corrugation here as 
drawn on this one. 

Mr. Wuee ter. I do not agree that the parts supplied by Black, 
Sivalls & Bryson, were made in this manner. ~ 


The CuarrMan. You do not agree that they were made in that 
manner? 
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Mr. Wueerer. That is correct. 
The Caarrman. What is the difference in this manner as repre- 
sented in this drawing and the drawing from the Agricultural Depart- 
ment! 

Mr. Ware ter. This portion of the sheet is curved to fit the cor- 
rugation of the wall. 

The CuarrmaNn. In other words, this portion [indicating]? 

Mr. Wueexer. The portion he shows straight is curved to fit the 
corrugation of the wall. 

The CuatrMan. In other words, the straight line that goes through 
the bolt on the right-hand side of the corrugated line that goes through 
the bolt, that is error? 

In other words, that is not correct? 

Mr. Wareter. That is right. 

The CHarrMan. And that is not the way you manufacture it? 

Mr. Wuee er. That is correct. 

The CuHarrmMan. You do not fabricate it in that fashion, but, 
pra | to you, fabricate it so that instead of that being flat in a 
straight line, it is also corrugated to fit into the first ring? 

Mr. Wueeter. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Is that correct? 

Mr. Wuee tr. That is correct. 

The CuarrMan. Now, anyone else can ask a question. 

Senator Symineton. Who made that drawing, Mr. Chairman? 
The first question I wanted to ask is whether it is right in desi 
or whether it is wrong in design. When you built it, you followed the 

drawing of the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Wueeter. That is correct. 

Senator Symineton. What is the number of the drawing? 

Mr. Wueeter. Drawing 3323, sheet 1 of 4, dated April 1954. 

Senator Symrneron. My next question to you, sir, is how as an 
engineer could Mr. Locraft present the complaints in the way he 
did before the committee, if he had access to that drawing of the 
Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Wueeter. I do not know how he could issue that. 

Senator Symmneron. The next question: Who made the drawing 
that the chairman holds in his hand? 

Mr. WHEE ter. I do not know, sir. 

Mr. Durry. I made the drawing and I gave it to Mr. Locraft. 
This is an evaluation of Mr. Locraft’s testimony. 

S:nator Symineaton. Who made the drawing that the chairman has 
in his hand? 

The CuatrMan. The staff has it. 

Senator SymineTon. It says B. S. & B. interpretation of Depart- 
ment of Agriculture specifications in the fabrication of the foundation 


ring. 
Thais is not your interpretation of that, is it? 
Mr. WHEELER. No, sir. 
‘ aie Durry. It is Mr. Locraft’s interpretation as he found it in the 
eld. 
Senator Symrneron. Based on Mr. Locraft’s testimony and the 
facts brought out today, I might say I am not too interested in what 
he thinks about the fabrication of this material. 
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The Cuarrman. All right, you may resume your seats, unless you 
prefer to show another drawing or something, and stand here. 

Mr. Wueever. I would like to present——— 

The CHAarrRMAN. Just a moment. 

Here is a second drawing which has been O.K.’d by Mr. Locraft. 
Did you wish to make some comments on it? : 

Mr. Purpus. If you please, sir. You will note they have said this 
is as furnished here [indicating], there is a line drawn through here 
tangent with this corrugation. ; 

This states that the correct construction is a line through here 
extending up through the center of the corrugation. 

(At this point Senator Bender entered the room.) 

Mr. Purpus. This is a blown-up drawing of the United States 
Department of Agriculture drawings which were submitted to us for 
our manufacture, this second drawing I am now holding. 

Now, do you see a picture of this, at this point, or do you see a pic- 
ture of this at this point [indicating]? 

The CHAIRMAN, r do not know whether these two represent the 
same, or not. The Chair is not an engineer, According to my 
observation as best I can judge, the Agricultural Department that you 
have referred to, the part of the plans and specifications, and this 
drawing on the right, more correctly correspond than on the left. 

Mr. Purpus. Then I would ask, Senator McClellan, if I may put 
this down here for a minute, if we were to take this line and run it u 
through here, it goes through the middle of that corrugation, does it 
not, sir? 

The Cuarrman. That is correct, 

Mr. Purpvs. If we runit over here it goes through the middle of the 
corrugation. 

Now, on the plans and specifications, if we take this line and run it 
up through there, what is the relationship of that line to the corru- 
ation? 
rs I am talking about the straight line that you have your pencil on. 
Does it not become a tangent of that corrugation rather than running 
up through the center of the corrugation? 

The Cuarrman, Apparently both of them have to be corrugated. 

Mr. Purpvs. I am speaking, sir, of this line as an extension, if we 
were to take that line and draw it right on up through the bin wall. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair is not an engineer. It would just look 
like a straight line to him. 

Senator Symineron. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as the question of 
reading the prints is now a matter of issue, let us look at the product. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair is going to, but give us time. I would 
like to get all of this over today, if I could. I am trying to under- 
stand so that I may better judge the testimony of others as well as to 
understand the position of this company. 

Mr. Purpvs. This is the top of the corrugation as shown on this 

sample [indicating]. 
This is this piece. 
This is a cutaway sample of the bin wall. 
In other words, this [indicating] is the foundation ring. 
This [indicating] is the bin at, 
is corrugation is a component part of the foundation ring. 
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In looking at the Department of Agriculture, the thing we are 
interested in is this straight line [indicating]. Where does this straight 
line occur in relationship to these two corrugations which are at the 
top of the foundation-ring sheet? 

Now, the Department of Agriculture’s drawing, No. 3323, if we 
take a line going up through this flat portion of the foundation ring, 
which is this part here [indicating], these two correspond one with 
the other. 

You will see in red pencil we have outlined the foundation ring at 
the top. That which is in red is this portion here [indicating]. 

This [indicating] which is in blue, is this sheet and in green is the 
other sheet. 

If we take this line and run it straight up and determine the rela- 
tionship of this line to these corrugations, project it up [indicating], 
if we do that on the piece which was furnished, and this drawing, 
I think you will find that the drawing indicates that that line is 
tangent; in other words, it would come up not through the middle of 
these corrugations, but it would extend up to where that meetsthe 
edge of the corrugation. 

enator Symincron. In other words, this line would go there 
instead of here [indicating]? 

Mr. Purpvs. That is right, sir. 

Senator Symineron. In other words, it would go this way instead 
of that way [indicating]? 

Mr. Purpus. Yes, sir. Have I made myself clear, Senator? 

The CuarrMaAn. Well, manufacturers and engineers have an ad- 
vantage over me. ‘This line, there is a straight line that has been 
drawn through the [indicating]. If this is different from your model, 
show where the line would probably go, on your model. 

Mr. Purrvus. Let us consider only the extension of that straight 
line through the portion which I have indicated by the two red lines. 
That straight line goes up right through the middle of this portion 
here [indicating]. ‘That is what they say is the correct construction. 

The CHarrMan. I understand now. 

Senator Symineron. John, he is getting very close, if I may say so. 

The Cuarrman. If you will, let me understand it, gentlemen. 
Just a minute. I thought I had it. 

Mr. Purpus. Therein is the difference. They are saying by this 
drawing which has been approved by Mr. Locraft, that the correct 
construction would mean that the extension of this line, which is an 
extension of this flat portion, would then come up through the center 
portion of this corrugation, or that it should extend up through a 
line just as that Gaerne 

Now, in looking at the Government drawing, if that were to follow 
as they have it drawn here, then that line would have to be over in a 
manner such as that, would it not, sir? [Indicating.] 

The CuarrMan. You are probably correct, sir, but it has gotten too 
technical for me. 

Senator Benpser. Mr. Lineberry, how much more money did you 
make as a result of making these things other than what the inspectors 
indicated was right? 

Mr, Lineserry. There was no gain whatsoever. 

oo Benper. You did not make any more money as-a result of 
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Mr. Laneserry.. None. 

Senator BenpEr. Your contention is that you were following the 
specifications? 

Mr. Lineserry. Correct, sir. I would further say that if anything, 
by fabricating strictly in accordance with the specifications, we lost 
rather than gained, had we requested——— 

Senator Benner. Do you think this committee is wasting its time? 

Mr. LineBerry. I should not want to say that, sir, no. I think 
the situation has been magnified out of proportion to its size. 

Senator Benpser. Do you think the taxpayers have suffered any 
loss as a result of this situation? 

Mr. Linesperry. I have found no evidence 

Senator Munpr. I cannot hear you. How did you answer the 
question as to whether the taxpayers lost any money? 

Mr. Lineserry. I have no evidence that the taxpayers have lost 
any money as a result of any unusual conditions. 

e will bear in mind, of course, that out of thousands of grain bins, 
you will expect some problems to arise. These grain bins are fabri- 
cated as a low-cost type metal bin for grain storage. The taxpayer is 
getting an outstanding bargain in the Agriculture Department be- 
cause the grain bins that we supplied the Agriculture Department cost 
20.8 cents per bushel of capacity. 

As you know, warehousing storage space runs about 12 cents per 
bushel per annum. So in less than 2 years the grain bins pay for them- 
selves. I think the taxpayers are getting an outstanding bargain, to 
answer your question, Senator. 

Senator Munpr. Is it your contention that this hearing is much 
to-do about nothing; that there is nothing really here involved in the 
nature of defective material and loss to the taxpayers; that it is just a 
confusion of specifications to bewilder this committee? 

Mr. Lineserry. I do not have that contention, but I do think the 
situation has been greatly exaggerated and is not one that could not 
be easily resolved. 

Senator Munpr. Certainly, it is the duty of this committee to try 
to find out why, if this is a loss, and to try to recapture the business. 

Senator Symineron. Mr. Chairman, would you yield to me for a 
moment? 

The CHarrman. Let us get back to some order now. Senator 
Symington. 

Senator Symineron. Inasmuch as the distinguished senior Senator 
from South Dakota and the distinguished Senator from Ohio were not 
here when Mr. Lineberry testified, I believe it is in order to say that 
Mr. Lineberry said that since December 1954, he has been anxious 
on any basis to make any restitution, and that he believes that his 
company has been seriously hurt as a result of the attacks that have 
been made upon it. He presented evidence to the committee that 
at all times he was anxious to do whatever was considered fair and 
proper, and he also, in effect, has told the committee of a former 
disgruntled employee who is now suing the company heavily after 

having a contract with it. 

I believe the Chair will agree that he has been a cooperative witness 
and he has done his best to show two things: 

First, that he was anxious to make any restitution if he made any- 
thing wrong. 
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Second, that he believes his company has been very seriously hurt 
as a result of some of the charges that have been made against it by 
people who have been in touch with the committee. 

Senator Benver. Mr. Chairman, in commenting on Senator Syming- 
ton’s comment, I recall very distinctly that the Chair very probably 
said that Secretary Talbott was a cooperative witness, but he was fired. 

I am wondering if you have any comment to make on my comment. 

Mr. Lineperry. No comment, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Gentlemen, let us try to plow through here and 
get the facts. The Chair was doing his best. The Chair concedes 
his inability to follow technical engineering and designs. 

The Chair now, in view of the testimony, thinks it only proper, 
and will order it done, that the first page of drawings which I ex- 
hibited to the witnesses, be made exhibit No. 17. 

The second page of drawings will be made exhibit No. 18. 

The blown-up drawing presented by the witness, the blown-up 
drawing of the Department of Agriculture design and specifications, 
will be made exhibit No. 19. 

(Exhibits Nos. 17, 18, and 19 will be found in pp. 290, 291, and 292.) 

Senator BenprrR. Can we have them identify who drew each design? 

The CHarrMan. We have already had them do that. Exhibit 19 
is a blown-up design of the Department of Agriculture. That is from 
their plans and specifications. 

The other two, the first two that I made exhibits, are drawings by 
the staff according to Mr. Locraft’s testimony, O. K.’d by him and 
approved as being correct. 

Senator Munpt. By the Agriculture Department staff? 

The CHarrman. By Mr. Locraft. 

Senator Munpr. By what staff? 

The CHarrman. By our staff, in accordance with his testimony, 
but we got his approval. They had not been made exhibits until 
this afternoon, and the reason I made them exhibits without calling 
Mr. Locraft back was in the event he does testify again, I thought the 
— here now should have the opportunity to comment upon 
them. 

That is why I undertook to comment about them. 

Furthermore, I am sure’no member of the committee has any 
desire other than to get. the truth here and protect the Government’s 
interest. 

I am advised now by the staff that it is Mr. Locraft’s contention 
that when he inspected these bins, instead of finding they had been 
manufactured like the pattern you have presented, and the drawing 
of the Agriculture Department, that he found they had been manu- 
factured in this fashion here, with a straight line, fabricated that way, 
instead of corrugated to fit Eadicetng): 

Senator Munpr. Would you say whether you are pointing to the 
left or the right? 

The CHairMan. I speak of the left line on the drawing as you look 
at it, holding it in your hand. 

As I understand, it is Mr. Locraft’s contention that when he exam- 
ined them, he found that instead of their having been manufactured 
according to the pattern you presented here this afternoon, and the 
drawing of the Agricultural Department, they were manufactured or 
fabricated in this manner so that it is a straight line and, thus, the 
fabrication had to be drawn down to it with the bolt. 
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Do you wish to comment on that, either of you? All three have 
been sworn as witnesses. 

The engineer may comment on it. Were they manufactured in 
that fashion. 

Mr. Wuezter. No, sir. 

The CuarrMan. You say that positively is not true? 

Mr. Wueeter. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. May I ask you this: Any competent engineer could 
go out and examine those bins today and determine—I am talking 
about those that have proven defective—and determine whether that 
is true or false, could he not? 

Mr. Wuer.er. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Did you wish to comment further? 

Senator Symrineton. Will you yield a moment on that? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. In any manufacturing plant that I have known 
anything about, there is a normal plus or minus with respect to 
manufacturing error. You said you were a graduate of Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology; is that right? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Do you know of any manufacturing plant that 
makes everything ae 

Mr. Wueeter. No, sir; no. 

Senator Symineron. Therefore, there may be bins which are made 
faulty, but your statement is that in the main these bins are not 
manufactured the way Mr. Locraft, this Department of Agriculture 
engineer, says they are manufactured? 

Mr. Wuee.er. I will state again for clarity that you will find no 
foundation ring in the field that will be like that drawing. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, it can be easily determined by any 
competent engineer upon inspection? 

r. WHEELER. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And if they were manufactured like this, and if 
they are in the field like this drawing, then they were not manufactured 
or fabricated according to the specifications by the Agricultural 
Department, were they? 

Mr. Wuee.er. That is correct. 

The CuarrmMan. I am not saying they are, but I say if they are, 


— they were not manufactured according to the contract that you 
had? 


Mr. Wueeter. Right. 
— CuarRMAN. But you say none of them are manufactured like 
at 
Mr. Wueeter. Not like that drawing; no, sir. 
The Cuarrman. And if they were, they would be faulty in service, 
would they not? 

Mr. Wueerter. If they were manufactured like that, sir, and the 
bin was put up round, I do not believe there would be any failures. 
The Cuarrman. You do not believe there would be any failures? 

Mr. Wueeter. Correct, sir. 

The Caarrman. Do you mean you would call that character of 
fabrication as good as the drawing if it was manufactured that way? 

Mr. Wuee.er. No, sir; I did not say that. I said even if it is not 
as as the drawing shows it, however, if the bin is put up round, 
without any flat spots, the bin will not fail if it is like that drawing. 
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The CuatrMan. Even if it is like that. That would not be accordin 
to the plans and would not be according to specifications and epaid 
not be as good. But even if the bin was properly erected, you say it 
still would not fail on account of that? 

Mr. WuHeeter. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. I understand now. 

Senator Syminetron. Mr. Chairman, I have some questions to ask. 

The Caatrrman. Mr. Symington. 

Senator Syminetron. Mr. Lineberry, you say you have six plants. 
In what States are the plants located? 

Mr. Lineserry. We have plants in Kansas City, Mo.; Oklahoma 
City, Okla.; Tulsa, Okla.; Blytheville, Ark. 

Senator Benpmr. Where was that last place? I am a little hard 
of hearing. 

Senator Symineton. Would you repeat that? 

Senator BenprerR. Where is that last plant of yours located? 

Mr. Lineserry. Blytheville, Ark. 

Senator Benpmr. I heard you that time. 

Mr. Lianeperry. Odessa, Tex., and Indianapolis, Ind. 

Senator Symineton. That is pretty close to Ohio, is it not? 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benprer. What I cannot understand is how you Republi- 
cans get along so well in that part of the country. 

Senator Symrneton. You have 65 branch warehouses; are they all 
over the United States? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir; branch warehouses and sales offices, 
Senator. . 

Senator Symineton. Yes. On this testimony of Mr. Locraft you 
say you do not question his honesty, but you say it is based on his 
ignorance of the subject and that was proved at. this meeting you 
had at Edson; is that correct? 

Mr. LineBerry. Yes, sir; that is my statement. 

Senator Symineron. I refer to these letters that you got. You 
refer to the fact that Mr. C. E. Huff, of the Huff Construction Co. 
used to work for you; is that right? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. What did he do when he worked for you? 

Mr. Lineperry. Mr. Huff was associated with the company prior 
to my active participation in the management. He was in the sales 
division of the business. 

Senator Symrveron. Was he sales manager or vice president in 
charge of sales? 

r. Lrneserry. No; he wasn’t vice president in charge of sales. 
He may have been production sales manager. I can’t answer that 
definitely. 

Senator Symincton. You say that he took a contract with you that 
was worth $122,000; is that right? 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. But you say now that he is suing you for 
$289,000? 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Just as a businessman, Mr. Lineberry, then 
it would seem that if he succeeds in collecting on this suit, he is going 
to make quite a profit, is he not, as against the total amount of the 
contract? 
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Mr. Lineperry. It would seem so, sir. 

Senator SymineTon. You say he volunteered to Mr. Ben Schiffman 
of the Kansas City Star, information derogatory to your company; 
is that right? 

Mr. Lineserry. That is what Mr. Schiffman told me; yes, sir. 

Senator Syminctron. That is what Mr. Schiffman told you? 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Syminctron. And that he also told that to other people? 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes,sir. 

Senator Syminctron. And that he wrote a letter, apparently, to 
various construction companies, stating he wanted them to know that 
they should write immediately to the Department of Agriculture, 
and that this committee, the Senate Permanent Investigating Com- 
mittee, were in active investigation; is that correct? 

Mr. LineBerry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Your letter of June 20 to your stockholders 
was an effort on your part to prevent these activities from impairing 
or destroying the good name of your company; is that your opinion? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Do you believe that Mr. Huff has been active 
in attempting to hurt your company’s good name? 

Mr. Lineserry. Well, it was difficult, certainly, for us to under- 
stand the activity that he was engaged in, Senator Symington. I[ 
should say very definitely that his activities were harmful, and an 
attempt to be harmful. 

Senator Symineton. You never contacted me, even though I repre- 
sent your State, until you felt about a week ago that this was actually 
seriously hurting your company, the 4,000 stockholders and the 2,600 
employees; is that correct? 

Mr. Linesurry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Syminectron. Do you happen to know if Mr. Huff was the 
one who touched off this investigation with this committee? 

Mr. Lineperry. I do not know, sir. 

Senator Symineton. You do not know that? 

Do you know whether he has been in active contact. with members 
of this committee? 

Mr. Lineperry. Other than Mr. Duffy, I do not know. 

Senator Munprt. I will say as one committee member, I never 
heard of Mr. Huff until today and never saw him and do not know him. 

Senator Benper. I will answer that, too. I never knew him, either, 

Senator Symineron. I am grateful to the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio. I meant the committee staff. 

Mr. Lineberry, what is the status of your suit with Mr. Huff? 

Mr. Lineserry. It is pending. 

Senator Munpr. In what court? 

Mr. Linuserry. Federal district court in Kansas City, Kans. 
ss ov Munpr. Has there been any adjudication of it yet, of any 

nd? 

Mr. Lineperry. No. 

Senator Munpr. Do you feel that you owe the money or any claims? 

Mr. Laneserry. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Why do you not owe it? 

Mr. Lineserry. There may be some modest amount. I have not 
really gotten into the details of all of the claims. They seem quite 
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fantastic to us, and we, as a matter of fact, undertook to negotiate, 
to see if an adjustment could not be made, if there was a reasonable 
claim. 

But the claims were so far out of line with anything that ‘we could 
justify, that we were unable to settle it. 

Senator Munpr. Well, inasmuch as Mr. Huff is apparently re- 
sponsible for this attack on your company, without getting into the 
merits or demerits of the attack, let us examine it. 

You say a contract on the basis of $200 a bin, or a total sum of 
$122,000 for the erection of 610 bins? 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Is that normal? 

Mr. Lineserry. I believe Mr. Purpus will confirm this. I believe 
that is the highest price per bin—well, that is the only one we had 
responsibility for—on which we had responsibility for erection. 

But those other erection contracts were all less, were they not? 

Mr. Purpvs. I could not state that for the State of Illinois. There 
are prevailing labor rates within each State, so as a result, of course, 
the contract price on the bins in the States would vary. 

However, a very reputable contractor has given us a statement 
that should he have been given a contract at $200 within the State 
of Illinois, he felt he would have made a very justifiable profit. 

Senator Symrneton. What is the nature of the complaint that Mr. 
Huff has against your company? 

Mr. Purpus. Again, Senator, I must profess that I have not 
examined too carefully the three claims. 

Senator Symrneron. Is there anybody here from your company 
that knows about the three claims? 

Mr. Purrvus. I believe, Senator, I can give you a certain generali- 
zation. 

One of the claims is that defective material was furnished to him 
and he suffered excessive costs in the operation and erection of these 
grain bins. 

A second claim, I believe, is that Mr. Huff suffered considerable 
damage to his credit reputation. 

A third claim, I belieye—— 

Senator Symrneton. To his what reputation? 

Mr. Purpus. His credit reputation. 

Senator Symineton. What does that mean? 

Mr. Purpus. I can only offer an opinion, Senator. I would 
assume that Mr. Huff is claiming that the credit of the Huff Con- 
struction Co., because of our lead defects in Illinois, and the 
tremendous amount of money that he expended at the time of the 
erection in Illinois, were such that his credit was impaired. 

I might also state at this time that during that erection contract, 
Black, Sivalls & Bryson actually extended to Mr. Huff money prior 
to the erection of any bin for the payment of labor and erection costs 
within that State. 

Senator Symineron. Say that again, will you, please? I could not 
quite hear it. 

Mr. Purpvus. Yes, sir. 

During the time of this particular erection contract, Black, Sivalls & 
Bryson extended money to the Huff Construction Co., so that he 
cunt pay the labor costs and the erection costs of putting up these 
610 bins. 
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Senator Symincron. You advanced that money to him? 

Mr. Purpus. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. How much was it? 

Mr. Purpvus. It was in varying sums. The agreement which we 
had with Mr. Huff was that we would advance him up to a limitation 
of $10,000. 

Senator Symineton. How much did you advance him? 

Mr. Purpvus. At one time it went beyond that proportion. If I 
remember the figures correctly, I think at one time we had advanced 
somewhere in the neighborhood of $20,000. 

Senator Symineron. He would not be angry at you for advancing 
him money, would he? What is the nature of the complaint? I have 
the credit angle now, and I have the defective material. What else 
is there? 

Mr. Purpus. I believe the third allegation in Mr. Huff’s allegation 
is that we intentionally attempted to defraud the Huff Construction 
Co. by aria to him, with full knowledge beforehand, defective 
material. 

Senator Symineron. In other words, that you deliberately made 
this stuff wrong in order to defraud him; is that it? 

Mr. Purpus. Again, I am not familiar with the exact wording, 
Senator. 

However, the interpretation that I have placed on it, after quickly 
examining the three claims, was that we had full knowledge that we 
were furnishing him defective material and that we entered into this 
contract with him with that knowledge in our possession. 

Senator Symineton. Do you believe that is a true allegation? 

Mr. Purpus. No, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Do you think that on any basis, on a $122,000 
contract, there would be any justification for you owing $289,000? 

Mr. Purpus. Most assuredly not, Senator. 

Senator Symineton. Here you have the name of Mr. Ben Schiffman, 
the financial editor of the Kansas City Star. 

Senator Munpt. Would you yield? 

Senator Symineton. Yes. 

Senator Munpt. There were three claims. He mentioned two, 
defective material twice. 

Mr. Purpus. Senator Mundt, perhaps I may have confused you. 
The three claims are: 

No. 1: Defective material; 

No. 2: Impairment of credit; 

No. 3: Alleged fraud. 

Senator Munpt. The second one dealt with the reputation of the 
Huff Co. or Mr. Huff, or whoever that was; is that right? 

— Purpus. Senator, I believe the litigation states impairment of 
credit. 

Again, I am quoting from memory and it has been some time since 
I have seen that question. 

Senator Benner. Would the Senator yield? 

Senator Symineron. I will yield for a moment. 

Senator Benner. I would like to have his comment on_ these 
allegations. 

at is your comment on these allegations? 
Mr. Purpus. I am not sure I understand. 
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Senator Benprr. He said, 1, 2, 3; that you were guilty of this, that, 
and the other thing. What is your comment on his allegations? 

Mr. Purpus. Senator, I don’t think any company with a 63-year- 
old reputation such as we have, would enter any form of negotiation 
with any individual or a company with any intent to defraud. I do 
not think we could have ever stayed in business 63 years if that has 
been a policy of our company, or a policy within the company by any 
individual. 

No. 2: As far as impairment of credit, if an individual comes to a 
company and requests an advance on work which he is going to per- 
form subsequently under a contract, I, myself, would seriously wonder 
about the credit of that company or that individual. 

The third, defective material. I think, Senator, that seems to be 
the crux of this whole investigation, so I would reserve my comment 
on that particular point. 

The CuHarrman. All right, Senator Symington. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Lineberry, in your statement you say 
Mr. Ben Schiffman, the financial editor of the Kansas City Star, one 
of the great newspapers of this country, called 

Senator Benprr. Thank you very much. I appreciate the com- 
ment. 

Senator Syminetron. May I proceed, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. The financial editor of the Kansas City Star 
called you to say that he had been invited to a luncheon in the private 
dining room of the Traders National Bank where Mr. Huff was known 
to do his financing. You say: 


We were told that Mr. Huff has offered assurances—— 


Was he at that luncheon, too? ; 

Mr. Lineserry. Mr. Huff was at the luncheon; yes. 

Senator Symineton. And he said that if he could collect that claim, 
which you say is false, in effect what you say is that he told the bankers 
that he would pay his debts; is that it? 

Mr. Laneperry. I don’t know that he told the bankers. I am 
quoting Mr. Schiffman. 

Senator Symineton. Let me read it to you: 

We were told that Mr. Huff has offered assurances that his debts will be paid as 
soon as he collects from Black, Sivalls, & Bryson. 

Was that told to you by Mr. Schiffman? 

Mr. Lineserry. And others. 

Senator Symineton. And at this luncheon they showed a lot of 
exhibits and so forth, which, in effect, were presented to show you did 
not know your business; is that correct? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Now, you say that Mr. Huff talked to Con- 
gressman Hope. What was the name of the other Congressman? 
Congressman Scrivner, was it not? That was that he talked to them 
po a situation, and he also talked to newspaper columnists and 
so forth. 

What he really was doing, as you see it, was spreading around this 
information about your inefficiency—I did not know the word fraud 
was in there until Mr. Purpus brought that up—in an effort to do 
what, to make you settle the claim? 
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Mr. Laneserry. That would be a presumption on my part. That 
is why we are curious as to all of the activity, just what is the reason 
for it. 

Senator Syminetron. Mr. Chairman, after what I have to say, there 
is one thing I would like to place in the record. 

Based on the testimony of Mr. Gibson this morning and his testi- 
mony this afternoon, I must say this is an incredulous situation to me. 

We went through discrimination on the part of the FOA with 
respect to some Missouri manufactures. Now it would appear 
that the Department of Agriculture has hired a consulting engineer, 
which, if this 63-year-old company knows what it is talking about, 
does not know what the engineer was talking about. 

And it would also appear that this investigation has to do with a 
man who took a contract from this company, who was advanced 
$20,000 or thereabouts, at one time, and did not complete the contract, 
and is now suing the company for $289,000. 

Inasmuch as 2,600 people in my State have their jobs invoived, 
and they have these 5 other branch plants, and imasmuch as the 
president of this company says that this corporation has been seriously 
damaged in his opinion, or the testimony leads to that, I would hope 
that at the Chair’s convenience that Mr. Huff be sworn and that we 
go further into this matter of the nature and the reasons for this 
attack against this Missouri corporation. 

The CuarrmMan. May the Chair make an announcement at this 
time, if the Senator has concluded. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Chairman, I would like to conclude, and, 
of course, yield to the Chair. 

But at the end of your announcement. may I insert into the record 
the testimony of Mr. Gibson of this morning? 

The CHAIRMAN. Just a moment. 

Senator Benprer. Before you make an announcement, I would like 
to make one little comment. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair is trying to expedite this. 

Senator Benpgr. I merely wanted to say there are 2,600 employees. 
I do not want them to forget the 4,000 stockholders. That is almost 
a landslide in Ohio. 

Senator Symineton. That is a very good observation. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair has in mind to make this announce- 
ment: It is not the purpose of this committee to try a lawsuit between 
two individuals. I know nothing about the merits of that case. 
But, again, in the desire to be fair, in view of the fact that. the lawsuit 
has been injected into this hearing, where it may have no place except 
for the purpose of showing motive on the part of Mr. Huff to try to 
take some action to influence the Department of Agriculture in the 
hope that he may benefit his case by so doing, other than that it is 
not a that oe Sate can resolve. But I held fen hear- 
ings today to give Mr. Line an opportunity to get his position 
on this matter before the public, primarily. ~ 

Of course, the committee would have been interested. But out of 
deference to what has been testified to herein, and the publicity there- 
from, the Chair felt you were entitled to be heard. Again stating it 
is not the responsibility of this committee to try a private lawsuit 
between individuals, but in view of the fact that Mr. Huff’s name has 
now been brought into it, and in what the Chair regards as a derogatory 
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sense, and since Mr. Huff is present in the room, the Chair asks Mr. 
Huff now if he wishes to appear before this committee. 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir, | would appreciate the opportunity. 

The CuatrMAN. You had not previously requested the opportunity? 

Mr. Hurr. No. I had expressed a willingness to, but I had not 
requested it. 

The Cuarrman. To whom had you expressed the willingness? 

Mr. Hurr. To Mr. Duffy. 

The Cuarrman. All right. At the conclusion of hearings this 
afternoon, the committee will recess until 10 o’clock in the morning. 
The Chair wishes to make this further announcement in his own in- 
terest: that we are going to conclude by noon. That is as far as I can 
go. I have other engagements for the afternoon, and I had antici- 
pated that this might be concluded today. I think you should have 
that opportunity if you desire, and the Chair is willing to accord it to 
you. e will come back tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. 

Mr. Huff? 

Mr. Hurr. Mr. Chairman, it would only take me 2 or 3 minutes to 
clear up a great many things. 

The CHarrman. It might not take you but 2 or 3 minutes, but I am 
pretty confident it is going to take some members of the committee a 
little longer to ask you all the questions they want to ask you. 

Senator Symineton. May I include in the record the testimony 
of Mr. Gibson of this morning that was referred to? ‘That will be 
automatically a part of the record, but I would like to put that colloquy, 
if we could, where he changed his testimony. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair has no objection. You may insert that 
part in Mr. Gibson’s testimony at the point where he and Senator 
Symington had the colloquy this afternoon about what he had testified 
to this morning. 

Senator Mundt? 

Senator Munpr. I have some questions and one suggestion. I do 
not know whether Mr. Locraft wants to be heard again or not. If he 
does, he should have that right. 

The CHarrmMan. The Chair intends to have him present in the 
morning at the same time. I believe that can be arranged. The 
Chair wishes to ask him some questions. 

Senator Munpt. Now, Mr. Lineberry, I would like to ask you a 
few questions based on some of the earlier testimony. Preliminary 
to that, let me ask you about the way in which you conduct your 
business when you get a contract with the Department of Agriculture. 
Do you supply a performance bond? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir. 

Senator’ Munpr. That covers defective material, and in this 
instance would cover bum construction, if there is such, because 
you are responsible for what Mr. Huff did, are you not? 

Mr. Lineserry. On the 610 bins; yes, sir. That is a separate 
contract. 

Senator Munor. Yes, I understand. But wherever you make a 
subcontract for the construction of the bin, it is under your respon- 
sibility that the performance bond would cover it? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. So it would seem inconceivable to me that the 
Government could lose any money if it can be demonstrated that the 
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construction were faulty or deficient, or the material were defective. 
You are still stuck for it; are you not? 

Mr. Lineperry. We are responsible for both the erection and the 
delivery of the materials in Illinois, the 610 bins. 

(At this point the chairman withdrew from the hearing room.) 

Senator Munpr. Have you been approached by the Department 
of Agriculture or by any other agency of the Government seeking 
some compensation for the defective nature of the work? 

Mr. Lineserry. No. The defective nature of the work has not 
been definitely established yet. We have indicated a willingness. 

Senator Munpr. Have they approached you about the problem 
and indicated that they expected some kind of negotiation? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, we have had meetings, very friendly, in the 
area of negotiation. 

Senator Munpt. But you are telling me you have not agreed on a 
financial figure yet? 

Mr. Lineserry. It has not been approached, so far, from that 
point of view. We have been working together, the Agriculture De- 
partment and ourselves, trying to resolve this situation in a friendly 
atmosphere. I think it can be. We are certainly ready and willing 
as soon as the facts are established. 

Senator Munpr. We had some testimony this morning. Were you 
in the room this morning? 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. That was with a witness about a pilot plant that 
they looked at in your plants, and which was supposed to be sort of a 
sample. They alleged that the pilot plant was made from materials 
of 1953 vintage and against the materials used in these bins, that the 
materials used in these bins was less valuable, less durable, and less 
strong than the materials used in the pilot plants. Can you say any- 
thing about that? 

Mr. Laneperry. Yes, I would like to say something about that. 
The contract calls for a pilot-bin representative. We supplied bins 
in 1953 to the Government. There is nothing complicated or pre- 
cision-like in the nature of this fabrication work.. The material is 
exactly the same, hot-rolled sheets and galvanized, corrugated sheets. 
Inasmuch as the contract provided for a representative pilot bin, I 
think we certainly would have a right to assume that our 1953 bin 
was representative, since it was made according to the same specifica- 
tions, the same drawings. I believe I am right on that. So that it 
was, in our opinion, representative as a bin. Moreover, the Agri- 
culture Department was in quite a hurry for delivery. 

As you probably know, material, steel, has been short for some long 
time. It is always a problem in connection with grain-bin procure- 
ments to match up the procurement of sheets with the fabrication and 
delivery of the bins. I think I am correct in this, that there was quite 
a rush and quite a bit of pressure, when the decision finally was made, 
to get the delivery. 

(At this point the chairman entered the hearing room.) 

Senator Munpr. Do you admit or do you deny that the material 
that went into the bins supplied in 1954 and 1955 was less durable or 
less usable or in any way less valuable than that used in the 1953 pilot 
plant built? 

Mr. Lineserry. I do not admit that. 
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Senator Mundt. Do you deny that? 

Mr. Lineserry. I deny that. 

Senator Munprt. So it is your contention that the material used in 
the bins which have created the controversy was in every respect as 
representative and as effective and as durable and as strong as that 
in the pilot bin? 

Mr. Lineserry. Very definitely; yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. What do you say to the testimony this morning 
that the metal used in the bins which have caused the controversy was 
of such a nature that it was not strong enough for grain-bin use, that 
it bulged, that it lacked the tensile strength that it should have had? 

Mr. Lineperry. Senator Mundt, we presented a tension test made 
by the Midwest Research Institute at our request, subsequent to the 
testimony before this committee, concerning the question of material 
and its inflexibility, stress calculations, and so forth. That has been 
presented. Our engineer says that a factor of safety is provided of 
2 to 1, which should certainly be adequate, in the opinion of our 
engineers, for low-cost metal grain-storage bins of this type. Do I 
answer your question? 

Senator Munprt. Yes. 

Senator Brnper. Granting the representations made by the 
inspector, the Kansas City inspector, for the Department of the 
Navy, and the local inspector, are correct, how much loss was there to 
the taxpayers of the country? They claim that these bins were defec- 
tive. 1 asked both of them how much of a loss was sustained as a 
result of these bins being defective, allegedly, as they represented. 
Your contention is that you delivered them according to specifications; 
is that right? 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benprer. Was there any loss as far as these bins are 
concerned? 

Mr. Lineserry. As far as we are able to ascertain, Senator Bender, 
and, of course, we do not have the records available to us of the ASC 
offices in the four States involved as far as our bins are concerned, but 
our field engineers, I should say, have inspected certainly over half of 
the 8,960 bins that we delivered in 1954; we cannot find evidence of 
this loss to taxpayers. You have thousands of bins that you are 
dealing with, and storing grain in. There is some loss to be taken into 
consideration under even the most favorable circumstances. 

Senator Muwnpt. I tried to elicit this morning from the Kansas 
City inspector in charge of that office for the Navy the specific nature 
of the deficiencies charged against you. One of them was that you 
showed him the wrong pilot bin. One of them was that the metal 
was not strong enough in tensile strength. The gauge seemed to be 
proper but in tensile strength it was not strong enough to do the job 
properly: A third one was that your tooling was bad, that you should 

ave punched the holes after the material had been rolled or processed 


or heated, or else you should have had some way of telling in advance 


what expansion that process was going to have in the direction of 
making the holes too large. What A you say about that? 

Mr. Lineserry. Senator Mundt, anticipating that that question 
would arise, on account of previous testimony, we had enlarged 
photographs taken of all of our equipment, showing the templates, 
radius gages, stop gages that we have, our gang punching. I believe 
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if our chief engineer could present those photographs to you, you 
would see that the gang punching of the holes—and I might call 
your attention to the fact that on the gang punch, all of the holes 
on the wall sheet are punched on one stroke of the press—— 

Senator Munpr. That would not stop them from expanding after 
they have been heated, the fact that they were punched simul- 
taneously. 

Mr. Linzeserry. I will let my engineer, if I may, present that to 
you. I think we might present those photographs and show just 
exactly what happens. They are checked. We do not rely on the 
Navy inspection. We have our own inspection that is working con- 
tinuously. We are not commenting on Navy inspection one way or 
another. We have our own inspection, and it is continuous. We are 
proud of the quality of our work. I believe if you will give us a few 
minutes, we can present a large photograph of our equipment, and 
our chief engineer could make that clear. 

Senator Munpr. I do not think that goes quite to the issue. The 
point at issue is not that the equipment was defective; the point at 
issue is that you used it at the wrong time. The point at issue is 
that the Navy inspector said you should have punched them after 
you rolled it out or processed it or heated it or something, because 
that has an impact and enlarges the holes and changes it. If that is 
a question for the engineer, let your engineer answer it. 

nator Symineton. Would the Senator yield for a minute? 

Senator Munpr. Yes. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Lineberry states on page 4, as late as 
July 22 they made a lot of rings that were eediae: the Navy in- 
spection and performed to Government specifications, and then they 
were rejected by the Department of Agriculture. 

I just thought that might interest the Senator from the standpoint of 
the internal mess in the Government with respect to the approval or 
disapproval of this equipment. 

Senator Munpr. Can you answer the question? 

Mr. Lineserry. May I have the question? 

(The record was read by the reporter.) 

Mr. Lineperry. May I call on the chief engineer to answer that? 

Mr. Wueever. There are two reasons for that. First, the Govern- 
ment specifications, and I quote from it—this is the United States 
Department of Agriculture, Commodity Credit Corporation, Washing- 
ton, D. C., USDA, April 1954 specifications, cylindrical, metal grain 
bin, drawing serial No. 3323, standard bin. On page 5, under para- 
graph 4, there is a note, and that is under a general heading B of 
“Wall or Body.” 

Nore.—All sheets shall be punched identically, except as modified by door 
frame and top of wall. 

I will finish the sentence to make sure you get the whole section. 
It says: 

No holes shall be punched at the upper edge of the top tier of the wall sheets 
(see 5a). Field reaming of holes will not be permitted. 

Senator Munpt. That still does not relate itself to the question I 
asked. Let me see if ] can break the question down in parts. One, 
is it true or is it not true that in the making of a grain bin, you roll out 


the metal or you heat it or you processed it in some way? Do you do 
that at any time? 
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Mr, WuHeEeEter. We process the metal by rolling; yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. Is it true or is it not true that you roll the metal 
out after the holes have been punched? 

Mr. Wueever. That is correct. 

Senator Munpzt. Is it true or is it not true that that changes the 
dimensions of the holes? 

Mr. WHEELER. It does not change the dimensions of the holes but 
changes the space between the holes. 

Senator Munopt. A change is brought about? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. The naval inspector says that is one of the causes 
for the defective grain bins. 

Mr. Wueeter. I don’t agree with him. 

Senator Munpr. Had you been able to calculate well enough in 
advance what changes were going to occur, you could have allowed 
for them. But apparently that was impossible or that was not done. 
But had you punched the metal after it was rolled out, you would 
have it exact, instead of just speculating. 

Mr. Wueeter. The Government specifications allows for that 
variance in stretching, because they punch a thirteen thirty-second 
hole to accept a five-sixteenth bolt, which allows a clearance of three 
sixty-fourths of an inch on either side of the hole. And in a sheet we 
have not found variances that would not allow the holes to line up. 

Senator Munpt. At least there is an agreement between you and 
the naval inspector that you punch the holes before you process. 
You disagree as to the effect of that on the spacing of the holes? 

Mr. WHEELER. It would be more accurate, Senator, to punch the 
holes after forming. The cost of the dies for doing that, compared to 
the dies for punching the holes in the flat would be approximately 
four times the amount, which cost would be transmitted to the Gov- 
ernment, and the bin can still be satisfactory, using the more inex- 
pensive die. 

Senator Symrneton. Would you yield for a moment? 

Your point is that you change the holes by punchings before you 
form, but you do not change them beyond the tolerances allowed in 
the case in question? 

Mr. Wueeter. That is correct. 

Senator Munpr. We also had testimony from the naval inspector 
that the holes in your foundation ring did not match with the holes 
in the wraparound metal. 

Mr. Wueever. There was a difference in the length after rolling 
of the foundation sheets and the body sheets. That was due to two 
things: First, the configuration of the foundation ring only having a 
corrugation at the top, and the body sheets being corrugated the full 
length. And also the difference in gage of the two metals. If it is 
necessary to do as the inspector from the Navy stated, it would re- 
quire separate dies for every gage sheet in order to get the hole spacing 
to come out the same. 

In the first place, if you want to come down to fine technicalities, an 
upper sheet overlaps a lower sheet. So to have them perfectly alined, 

ou must take into consideration: the thickness of the metal. I don’t 
elieve that was the Agriculture Department’s intention, because they 
allowed the larger holes to take care of the small variances which come 
in the fabrication of the parts. 
65818—55——18 
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Senator Munpt. Do you believe as an engineer that that is possibly 
the source of one of the difficulties that has been brought to the atten- 
tion of the committee, the fact that there were those differences in the 
holes between the wraparound metal and the foundation ring? 

Mr. Wuee.er. You cannot answer that question with a “yes’’ or 
‘no,” but may I answer it another way? 

Senator Munpt. I would much rather have a yes or no answer. If 
you cannot answer it that way, you will have to answer it some other 
way. 

Mr. Wuee er. If all sheets had matched in the exact lengths, the 
bin would have been satisfactory; whether it would have been more 
satisfactory than as they were made, I don’t believe I can answer 
that question. However, I do feel that as they are made, if they are 
erected properly, a satisfactory bin will result. 

Senator Munpr. It would seem clear from your testimony, at 
least, that that, apparently, is one of the sources of difficulty. It 
may be that difference in holes, plus differing lengths of material 
combined that might have created some of the problems that have 
been brought to the attention of this committee; is that right? 

Mr. Wuee ter. That is right. 

Senator Munpr. It may well be that to get a bin that would be 
more efficient than that, you might have to pay more money; I do 
not know. Whether the additional money is worth it is a matter 
for others to decide. I am trying to find out what it was about the 
whole process or about the material that has given rise to this con- 
flict of testimony, and the testimony that we received, that there has 
been something defective about it, as evidenced by the fact that the 
Department of Agriculture is presently negotiating with you to deter- 
mine whether you owe them anything at all; and, if so, how much 
you owe them. 

Mr. Lineberry says it is a friendly dispute, and I am happy that 
it its, but it indicates that there is something there, at least, that 
has given rise to those negotiations. 

You have béen in this business, Mr. Lineberry, you say, for a long 
time. And you must have made grain bins for the Department of 
Agriculture prior to 1954; did you not? 

Mr. Lineperry. We made bins in 1953 in exactly the same manner 
as we made the bins in 1954. We have had not one complaint on the 
1953 bins furnished the Government, by the Agriculture Department, 
or by anybody else. 

Senator Munpr. Has Mr. Locraft or any other inspector for the 
Department of Agriculture looked at any of those bins? 

Mr. Lineserry. Mr. Molander testified he looked at some of them 
and found them satisfactory. 

Senator Munpt. Did Mr. Molander find things unsatisfactory with 
your 1954 bins? 

Mr. Lineserry. I presume so. We have not seen Mr. Molander’s 
report. 

Senator Munpr. What, in your opinion, Mr. Lineberry, as an 
oldtime grain-bin maker, and steel fabricator, happened between 
1953 and 1954 that everything was O. K. in 1953 and things are not 
all a in 1954? You are not attributing this all to Mr. Huff, are 
you 

Mr. Laneserry. No. 
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Senator Munpt. What else besides Mr. Huff, then? 

Mr. Lineserry. Let me see if I can throw a little light on that 
and answer that question. In the State of Iowa, after being instructed 
by the Department of Agriculture to go out and examine these bins— 
and when you go out looking for something wrong you usually find 
something wrong, it does not matter if you are going with a microscope 
to find something, you can find it, particularly in a product of this 
kind which is made not to precision. 

Senator Munpt. The committee has had such an experience in the 
last 2 weeks. 

Mr. Lineserry. The ASC office, in Iowa, they find they only 
have about 6 percent of the 2,000 bins which we furnished them, on 
which there are indications, according to their reports to the press. 
We haven’t any of those records. ost of the complaints, as I see 
it, and I am trying to appraise this question and answer your question, 
arise out of the State of Kansas where the bins were erected in the 
late spring and early summer of 1954, and at which times the problems 
of erection were aggravated by weather conditions. According to 
field reports coming to me, I think that can be pretty well established. 

Whether it was partly weather, partly erection, lack of supervision, 
I could not answer that. It is certainly some problem. But I do 
not think, Senator Mundt, that the problem is nearly as serious even 
in Kansas; certainly not as the witness this morning or yesterday 
stated. We know of no indication of any failures running up in the 
high percentage that he talks about. We would have to have a defini- 
tion of what constitutes failure. 

When we talk about failing, and, of course, that is what dis- 
turbs us so very greatly, because the press, and I can understand 
why they would, based on the testimony that has been presented, 
when you talk about widespread failures, that becomes of very serious 
importance to us and to our reputation. 

Senator Benper. They said $177 million worth of bum grain bins. 
What do you have to say about that? 

Mr. Lineserry. Well, I don’t know whether they are talking 
about metal grain bins. Our contract was only $4,000,008, or 
thereabouts. I don’t know where those bum grain bins are. I would 
like to see some of them. 

Senator Symrneton. There has been talk of $177 million loss to 
the taxpayer as a result of your bad work, we will say. What was 
the total sales of bins that you made in the year 1954 to the 
Government? 

Mr. Lineserry. $4,800,000. 

Senator Symineron. $4,800,000? 

Mr. Lineserry. In that neighborhood. 

Senator Symineton. What is it to date, in 1955? 

Mr. Linzserry. We have sold no bins to the Government in 1955. 

Senator Symincton. What would it be in 1953? 

Mr. Laneperry. About $640,000. 

Senator Symineton. $640,000. So roughly about $5,400,000 is 
the total amount of sales that you have made? 

Mr. Linesperry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. And what percentage of those bins have been 
defective according to the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Lineserry. We have not been informed as to any oe. 
I better ask Mr. Purpus, who has been directly negotiating with the 
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Agricultural Department on that. I don’t believe we have been 
informed. 

Senator Symineron. I will strike that question. Let me ask you 
this question: You have had a disagreement between the Navy and 
the Department of Agriculture with respect to what was or was not 
good material. That has been brought out. 

Mr. Lineperry. Right; yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. What were your total sales in 1954 as a 
corporation, counting all your plants in? 

Mr. Lineserry. Around $44 million. 

Senator Symineron. So what we are talking about is roughly 
10 percent of your total sales, is that correct? ; 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. You have had other erection contractors 
besides Mr. Huff, haven’t you? 

Mr. Lineserry. That is the only erection contract that we had in 
1954; yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Did you have any in 1953? 

Mr. Purpus. If I may answer, Senator Symington, I am afraid 
there might be a misconception of your previous question. There 
were other erection contractors who erected our bins. But the 
question was. Had we other contractors? Mr. Huff was the only 
one. ‘There were other contractors who erected our bins, but it was 
only Mr. Huff who erected our bins with a contract by us. 

The Cuarrman. May the Chair suggest, we would like to conclude 
by 6 o’clock. 

Senator Munprt. I will conclude before a quarter to six, 

I am trying to determine in my own mind whether what we have 
before us is resolving itself into just an awfully big bubble from a small 
clay pipe, and really isn’t of any importance to the taxpayers or 
anybody else, as I concluded from your testimony up to now. Or 
whether it has been brought to our attention because it is a legal 
dispute between two companies, and one or both of the aggrieved 
parties is trying to use us as a court, because Senators work cheaper 
than lawyers. I am trying to find out what the situation is. That 
is why I am asking these questions to determine from you whether 
your testimony is to be accepted by us to believe that there really isn’t 
any problem here of any magnitude or significance, that you are 
negotiating with the Department of Agriculture satisfactorily, and 
that your material and your workmanship and your construction 
were as good in 1954 as they were in 1953, at which time no complaints 
were made. 

Mr. Linesperry. Yes, sir. And beyond that, on the subject of 
whether it is a bubble out of all proportion to the clay pipe, I do not 
believe you were here, but we Pa a Dr. H. J. Barre, whom we 
consider an outstanding authority. He was head of the School of 
Agricultural Engineering at Purdue University for 9 years. He is a 
graduate of the Kansas State University School of Agricultural Engi- 
neering. He has his master’s and his doctor’s degrees from Iowa State. 
He was with the Agriculture Department; he was consultant to the 
Agricultural Department for a period of years, and more recently 
has been a private consultant to grain-bin manufacturers and other 
people on grain storage. 
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I think on that particular point that you raise as to the magnitude 
of this thing and just how serious is it from the taxpayer’s point of 
view, you would find Dr. Barre’s testimony very interesting. We, 
ourselves, do not feel that it is nearly as serious as it has been blown 
up to appear. 

The CHaAtrRMAN. For the information of Senator Mundt and Senator 
Bender who were not here, that report of Dr. Barre has been filed 
with the committee for reference until the committee staff has an 
opportunity to check it: 

Senator Benper. You have been in business 63 years? 

Mr. LIneBERRY. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benper. How many times have you appeared before con- 
gressional committees in the House or the Senate? 

Mr. Lineserry. This is our first experience—mine, certainly. 

Senator Benper. How much time have you served in jail for having 
shortchanged the Government? 

Mr. Linesperry. We haven’t had that experience, either, Senator 
Bender. 

Senator Benner. How many times have you been charged with 
giving the Government a reaming? 

Mr. Liveserry. This is the first time that has—— 

Senator Benprer. I am using language that is understandable be- 
cause there was a quotation that appeared in the press on $177 
million worth of bum grain bins. You say this: 

We were shocked by the unwarranted, erroneous, and in some instances absurd 
statements and conclusions that were made by Mr. Locraft, and we challenge 
Mr. Locraft as an authority. 

In other words, you consider him a bum? 

Mr. Liveperry. No. On the contrary, I think Mr. Locraft—I 
have no reason not to believe that he is a very able man in his 
specialized field of work, and I certainly think he is an honest man of 
good character. But I do not think he is qualified by experience in 
sheet-metal fabrication or by knowledge of grain-bin erection to testify 
as an expert. 

Senator Benprer. You say you definitely question his ability and 
knowledge. You just now indicated that. 

Mr. Lineserry. That is, in those fields. 

Senator BenpER. And that you say he had had no metalworking 
experience. 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benper. So he is no expert. 

Mr. Linesperry. I am quoting him that he had no metalworking 
experience. 

Senator Benprer. He is no expert in this line, is he? 

Mr. Lineserry. That is my opinion. 

Senator Benper. Even though he wears a civil engineer’s button? 

Mr. Lineserry. That is correct. That is my opinion. 

Senator Benper. And you say Mr. Locraft’s testimony rests upon 
the false assumption that the foundation ring was stiff, rigid, and 
unyielding; his apparent ignorance or misinformation on the subject— 
and so on. So you do consider his testimony to be not at all pertinent? 

Mr. Lineserry. I think it of little value. 

Senator Brenper. And— 
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Mr. Locraft’s erroneous and misleading conclusions were reached without the 
benefit of firsthand experience in sheet-metal fabrication, without the knowledge 
of grain-bin erection, construction, or procedures. 

You said that in your own statement. 

Senator Symineron. Would the Senator yield for a short question? 

Senator Benprer. Yes. 

Senator Syminecron. I am not sure the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio was here 

Senator Benper. I was not here, but I read this. 

Senator Symrneron. Did you not say that this report of Mr. 
Locraft was made without in any way consulting with your corporation 
on your dies, shops, forming, processing, jigs, and so on; that none of 
that was looked into when he made this sweeping accusation with 
respect to the quality of your product? 

Mr. LineBerry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Is that a correct statement? 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benper. Mr. Chairman, I think we are wasting our time. 
I am not going to ask any more questions. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Lineberry, do you consider the naval inspec- 
tion service that they provide in your plants for your product to be 
as meticulous and as detailed and as diligent as it should be to best 
protect the taxpayers’ interests? 

Mr. Lineserry. I probably am not the best qualified, but as far 
as I am able to determine, the Navy inspection service has been very 
good. The landing gears that we manufacture —— 

Senator Benper. Excuse me. A point of order. I do not believe 
it has been too good; on the basis of their own testimony, that is. 

Mr. Lineserry. Well, he asked me. 

Senator Munpr. Do not relate it to landing gears and such things; 
relate it to grain bins. 

Mr. Lineperry. Based on the testimony, that is all I have to go by. 
I don’t know the Navy inspectors. We have our own inspectors, 
Senator Mundt. We do not rely on these others. I could not 
comment on their qualifications. I have no basis for that. Based 
on the testimony, there certainly seems to be a world of confusion. 

Senator Munpr. The testimony does not look good to me. If 
they do that same thing with landing gears and other equipment, I 
shudder and shiver to think what is going to happen. 

Senator Brenper. I take exception to that. Landing gears are 
mostly manufactured in Cleveland and they are all good. 

The CuarrMan. They are all good if you have a safe landing. 

Are there any further questions? 

Senator Symincton. You are not in any way criticizing, neces- 
sarily, naval inspection? 

Mr. Lineserry. I am not; no, sir. 

Senator Syminctron. Offhand, you would say that they probably 
know more about inspecting landing gears for aircraft than inspecting 
grain bins; would you not? 

Mr. Lineperry. Definitely. 

Senator Symineron. And inasmuch as you oar” the work was 
made right, and the Navy stated it was made right, and yet it was 
turned down by the Department of Agriculture, the chances are that 
you believe a lot more in the inspection ot the Navy Department 
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than you do in the position taken subsequently by the Department 
of Agriculture; is that a fair statement? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. You would not consider yourself altogether an 
objective witness on that particular line of questioning; would you? 

Mr. Lingeserry. I might say, Senator Mundt, that the 25 founda- 
tion rings delivered to the Edison bin site on July 25, I did happen to 
see the Navy inspection of those foundation rings in our plant, be- 
cause I spent—because of this situation—part of Friday and most of 
Saturday afternoon and evening there, and the 3 Navy inspectors 
that inspected those foundation rings certainly gave them a very 
minute examination, including a micing of the galvanizing and just 
about every measurement and checking that you could possibly 
imagine. 1 would say they did a very excellent job of inspecting on 
those 25 rings, which are the only ones that I can really speak for. 

The CHarrMaNn. Those are the last 25 that were rejected last 
month? 

Mr. Lineperry. They were rejected on July 25. They were in- 
spected on July 22 and 23. 

The CuatrMaAn. Accepted by the Navy inspectors and rejected by 
the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Linesperry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. That brought to mind one other specific com- 
plaint a naval inspector made this morning that you and I both 
heard that I did not ask you about. The oa was made that 
some of the sheets sent out by your plants were improperly marked, 
so that the construction people out in the field got the wrong mark. 
Is that true or false? 

Mr. Lineperry. I do not have the information. I could say this: 
It could happen. 

Mr. Purpus. Senator Mundt, if I may make this comment: There 
were 8,960 grain bins. They are 6 rings high. Each ring has 6 
sheets. So there are 36 sheets in a grain bin times 8,000. I think the 
process of human error alone would certainly allow for some to be 
marked wrong. I would be surprised if there were not. 

Senator Munpr. I would, too, and of course that is the point at 
issue. You can expect it to be a question of human error, but the 
question is how many were marked wrong. It is possible that one 
improperly marked plate on a grain bin could throw the whole thing 
out. 

Mr. Lineperry. That is true. I think we could definitely state 
that the number that were marked wrong would certainly not exceed 
any normal human error. 

I might add that has happened in the past. We always make a 
prompt adjustment on those. That is easily established. Every 
sheet is numbered, and if it is not, we obviously are at fault and we 
take care of it immediately. It is no problem to determine whether 
we are at fault on that. 

Senator Symincton. Mr. Chairman, may I state that in my opinion 
at the bottom of this trouble is the difference of opinion between the 
Navy Department and the Department of Agriculture with respect to 
specifications. Inasmuch as f uestioned Mr. Gibson quite closely 
this morning and this afternoon, I would like to state that it has been 
my experience that none of the three services were better in inspection 
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procedure than the Navy, and that Mr. Gibson in my opinion deserves 
great credit for coming in here this morning and stating that he 
thought the following changes in the specifications would improve 
the ability to say whether the product was or was not right. Inas- 
much as I understand that we have a lot of information from the 
Department of Agriculture to the effect that these bins are wrong and 
that there is a complete difference of opinion between the Navy and 
the Department of Agriculture as to what is a good product, I would 
hope that that can be clarified and considered by the committee when 
the question of what is wrong is brought up against this company in 
my State by the Department of Agriculture. 

‘The Cuarrman. The Chair wishes to insert into the record as an 
exhibit a letter from Marvin L. McLain, Director of the Grain Divi- 
sion, Department of Agriculture, August 1, 1955, addressed to the 
Chair, relating to these grain bins. It will be made exhibit 20. 

(Exhibit No. 20 will be found in the appendix on p. 293.) 

The Chair wishes to make the announcement that the committee 
will recess until 10 o’clock in the morning, and at that time we will 
have Mr. Locraft. 

Mr. Huff, will you be present, please? 

Mr. Hurr. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Gibson, you probably should wait over, and 
Mr. Christensen. I do not know that you will be needed, but the 
Chair is going to conduct the hearings until noon tomorrow; and if 
they are not finished, the Chair will ask his able colleague here from 
Missouri to preside tomorrow afternoon. 

Senator Symrneron. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I respectfully decline 
that gracious invitation, unless I am ordered by the Chair, in which 
case I will obey, I am having to postpone a trip which I had ‘scheduled 
for tonight to be with the Chair tomorrow. I will abide by his 
wishes. 

The CuHarrman. I would like to get through with this series of 
hearings on this matter. That does not mean that there will not be 
further hearings. The Chair is anxious to conclude. 

I will again mention the fact that I have done this to try to give 
everybody his initial day in court at least, so that he can ‘he heard. 
We will have this session tomorrow primarily to hear Mr. Huff. 

The committee is in recess. 

(Senators present at recess: The chairman, Senators Symington, 
Bender, and Mundt.) 

(Whereupon, the committee recessed at 6 p. m., to reconvene 
Thursday, August 4, 1955, at 10 a. m.) 
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THURSDAY, AUGUST 4, 1955 


Unitep States SENATE, 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS, OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 


Washington, D. C. 


The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., pursuant to Senate Resolu- 
tion 41, agreed to February 21, 1955, in room 357, Senate Office 
Building, Senator John L. McClellan (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senator John L. McClellan, Democrat, Arkansas; Senator 
Stuart Symington, Democrat, Missouri; Senator Karl E. Mundt, 
Republican, South Dakota; Senator George H. Bender, Republican, 
Ohio. 

Also present: Paul J. Tierney, acting chief counsel; LaVerne J. 
Duffy, investigator; Ruth Y. Watt, chief clerk. 

(Members present at the convening of the session were the chairman 
and Senator Symington. ) 

The CuarrMan. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Lineberry, will you and your assistants come forward for a 
moment, please? 


TESTIMONY OF KENNETH W. LINEBERRY, PRESIDENT; M. G. 
PURPUS, GENERAL MANAGER OF SALES OF STEEL PRODUCTS 
DIVISION; AND RICHARD WHEELER, CHIEF ENGINEER IN 
CHARGE OF STEEL PRODUCTS DIVISION, BLACK, SIVALIS & 
BRYSON, INC.—Resumed 


The Cuarrman. When you concluded testifying yesterday, the 
Chair hoped he would not have to recall you. But in looking through 
the files, I see some matters here that need some explanation, I should 
think. 

The Chair hands you a document and asks you to identify it, 
please, sir. 

(Document handed to witness.) 

The Cuarrman. Do you identify the document? 

Mr. Lineserry. Our chief engineer does; yes, sir. That is Mr. 
Wheeler. 

The CuarrMan. Let him answer. 

Mr. WuHeeter. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. What is the document? 

Mr. Wuee er. The document is a drawing on part No. 91, UDA 
013, our part number or B. 8. & B.’s part number for the foundation 
ring. The drawing was made May 26, 1954. 
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The CHarrMANn. Does that drawing represent the parts of the bin 
about which you testified yesterday? 


Mr. Wueeter. It shows dimensions on here for parts of the bin: 


yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. That part of the bin which you exhibited here 
yesterday, the metal sample of it? 

Mr. WueE.ER. Y es, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And about which you testified as to how it should 
be constructed? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMANn. Let that be made exhibit No. 21. 

(Exhibit No. 21 may be found in the files of the subcommittee.) 

Tue CuatrMan. I hand you another document and ask you if you 
can identify it. 

(Document handed to witness.) 

Mr. WHeEEtER. Yes, sir; that is print No. 91, UDA 014, which is 
the section of the foundation band with the notch for the door. 

The CHarrMAN. Does that drawing represent the same part of the 
Din that you exhibited here yesterday? 

Mr. Wueeter. Yes, sir. That is the dimensions for the notch. 

The CHarrMANn. Let it be made exhibit No. 22. 

(Exhibit No. 22 may be found in the files of the subcommittee.) 

Tue CHarrRMAN. I also hand you another document here and ask 
if you can identify it. 

(Document handed to witness.) 

Mr. Wueeter. Yes, sir. That is a field report by our field engineer, 
Mr. N. P. Clarke, dated June 12, 1954. 

The CuarrMan. What is the date of it? 

Mr. WHEELER. June 12, 1954. 

The CHarrMan. That may be made exhibit No. 23. 

(Exhibit No. 23 will be found in the appendix on p. 293.) 

The Cuarrman. I hand you another document and ask if you can 
identify it, please, sir. 

(Document handed to witness.) 

Mr. WHEE ER. Yes, sir. That is another report by our field engi- 
neer, Mr. Paul Clark, dated August 27, 1954. 

The CuarrMan. It may be made exhibit 24. 

(Exhibit No. 24 will be found in the appendix on p. 294.) 

The CxHarrman. The Chair was interested in your explanation 
yesterday afternoon about how this should be fabricated according 
to the specifications furnished you by the Department of Agriculture. 
I ask you if these drawings, exhibits Nos. 21 and 22, which you have 
identified as your shop drawings, the drawings of B.S. & B. Co., 
conform to the specifications of the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Wuee.er. They conform dimensionally to the specifications. 

The Cuairman. I am not talking about dimensionally. I am talk- 
ing now about the design. Are these designs on these drawings in 
accordance with the specifications of the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Wueeter. The cross section on the right is not in conformance 
with the specifications, sir. 

The CuarkMan. Were they manufactured like this drawing or were 
they manufactured some other way? 

Mr. Wuee.er. They were manufactured as these two drawings I 
have here, which I would like to present as exhibits. 
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The CHArRMAN. I want to ask about these, first. 

Mr. Wueeter. They were not manufactured to the configuration. 

The CuarrMan. They were not manufactured like this? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMAn. How did you come to make this drawing regarding 
them? 

Mr. Wuee.er. The sketch on the right which shows the corruga- 
tion is a pictorial example used only for showing the dimensions which 
are shown in that drawing. 

The Cuairman. Let us stand right here a moment so this can appear 
to other members of the committee. Yesterday when testifying, you 
pointed out to the committee that this upright line here {indicating}, 
if it was properly constructed, should come to the outer edge; am I 
correct? 

Mr. WueeEer. You are correct. 

The Cuarrman. According to your drawing on exhibit 21, your 
shop drawing, you show the line if extended would go in the center 
of the corrugation; is that correct? 

Mr. WHeEtErR. [t shows that way on this drawing, but as I said, 
sir, it is pictorial representation so that these dimensions here could 
be shown {indicating}. 

Senator Symincton. Will the Senator yield at that point? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. In other words, the supplementary drawing on 
the right side of that blueprint was made in order to show dimensions 
and not made to show anybody or tell anybody or demonstrate to 
anybody how to construct? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes, sir. 

The Caarrman. Is that your explanation of it? 

Mr. WuHeEzE.zER. Yes, sir. May I submit these? 

The CHarrMaNn. Just a moment and I will get to those. I do not 
know this, and I am trying to straighten the record. Here is exhibit 
No. 22. I will ask you if in that drawing, your shop drawing, if the 
upright line is extended if it does not go through the corrugation in- 
stead of on the outside of it. 

Mr. Wueeer. On that drawing it does. 

The CuarrmMan. On the drawing it does. 

Now do you have other drawings you wish to present? 

Mr. WHuEeE.er. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Let me ask you this: What would be the purpose of 
making drawings which would be inaccurate if you were going to look 
at them for design. You say you did it only to get dimensions. But 
why could you not get accurate dimensions just as well if you make the 
drawing accurate according to the specifications that you intended to 
construct to? Why was it necessary to make the drawing different? 

Mr. Wuzzter. It was not necessary to make the drawing differ- 
ently. It was made that way b eidvcinaman. 

The Cuarmman. I understand that. But he had some idea for 
making it that way. If that is not a correct drawing of the specifica- 
tions furnished by the Department of Agriculture, then there should 
be some reason for the drawing not conforming to it. What would be 
the good reason for not drawing it according to what you had inter- 
—— the plans and specifications of the Department of Agriculture 
to be 
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Mr. Wueeter. I have no good reason, sir. 

Mr. Purpus. Senator McClellan, may I answer? 

The Cuatrman. You certainly may. The Chair is interested in 
nothing but getting the facts. 

Mr. Purpvs. Senator McClellan, a die is made to form the curva- 
ture of a part. A die is a long piece which is going to give you one- 
sixth of the total circumference of the circle. That die is machine- 
made and placed into a piece of equipment called the brake press. 
When the brake press comes down, it is going to use the configuration 
that is built into that die. In operation, sheets which are sent out 
in the shop to tell them what to do, call out a certain die to be used. 
Therefore, in an effort to give only the dimensions so that someone 
can determine what size piece of material should be placed in this 
particular numbered die, to get that, that is what that drawing is for. 

The Cuarrman. Is not this drawing calculated to cause confusion? 

Mr. Purpus. No, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Will the Senator yield at that point? 

The CuarrMan. Yes; I will gladly yield. 

Senator Symineron. What you are saying is that regardless of any 
drawing made by a draftsman, when you make your die, that die is 
the way that the part is going to be built; is that correct? 

Mr. Purpus. Yes, sir, Senator. 

Senator Symineton. Therefore, if you make a drawing, or a drafts- 
man who may well not know the details of the die makes a dimensional 
drawing, that has nothing to do with the construction of the die 
which automatically creates the construction of the finished part; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Purpus. That is true, Senator. 

Senator Symincron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. I understand, if I am not mistaken, the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture contends that the bins should have been con- 
structed in this way, so that the line would go straight through. They 
contend, as I understand Mr. Locraft, that that would be the proper 
way to construct it. 

Mr. Purpus. Yes, Senator, but does the Department of Agriculture 
contend also that the configuration of the radius should be as indicated 
in that drawing? 

The CuarrMan. You get into some details that I do not know. I 
just want to get these pictures in here, because it is my understanding 
that it should have been constructed in accordance with this drawing, 
and that their plans and specifications called for that sort of construc- 
tion. Ido not say it is the best construction or the right construction. 
I do not know. 

Mr. Purpus. Do I understand you to say that they say it should be 
constructed exactly like that drawing? 

The Cuarrman. I did not use the word exactly. I may have mis- 
understood. I am trying to find out from you if that would be the 
— construction even if their drawings and contentions were like 
that. 

Mr. Purpus. Senator, I don’t think that they would indicate that 
the configuration should be almost a V shape as is shown in that 
drawing. 

The CuHarrmMan. Well, as I understood yesterday from your testi- 
mony, your contention was that this line [indicating] when extended 
should come to the outer edge of the corrugation; is that correct? 
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Mr. Purpvus. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. And as I understood you, you said that this char- 
acter of construction, with the line extended running in the center of 
the corrugation, would not be right, would not be the best construction. 

Mr. Purpvus. No, sir; I do not believe that was said. 

The CuHaArRMAN. I may have misunderstood you. Which do you 
say is the better construction now, for the line to extend to the outer 
side of the corrugation, or for the line extended to run through the 
center of the corrugation? 

Mr. Purpus. Senator, that would require some calculation which 
I could not make. 

The CuatrMan. That is involved here. 

Mr. Lineserry. May I say one word? 

The CHarrMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lineserry. On the corrugation, I believe our Mr. Wheeler 
here can tell you that the corrugating die was made late in 1950, based 
on Government specifications and drawings that we had in 1950. 
There has been nothing that has come to our attention from the De- 
partment of Agriculture since that would require us to make any 
change in that die. 

Is that not the way it is? 

Mr. Wueeter. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Lineberry, the Chair does not know. But 
yesterday, as I understood it when you presented your sample here 
of the metal and how it was deniened and fabricated, it is my under- 


standing that it is the contention of your company that that line, 
when extended, should be on the outside of the corrugation, and that 


construction in this fashion, with the line extended in the center of 
the corrugation, would not be the best construction. Is that correct? 
Which is the best? 

Mr. Lineperry. I will let Mr. Wheeler answer that. 

Mr. Wueeter. Our calculations show that when constructed as we 
claim the specifications present it, that the bin is stronger. I will 
have to agree that it would be better to have it the other way. 

The CHarrMaNn. You agree that this is the better construction? 

Mr. Wuee ter. It would be better than the other way, however 
the way we manfactured the foundation ring is satisfactory. 

The CHatrMan. Is this the way that you construct the bins that 
you manufacture for the market? 

Mr. Wueexter. We do not put foundation rings on the bins we 
manufacture for the market, sir. 

The CHarrMan. You do not? 

Mr. WHEELER. No, sir. 

The CuairMan. In other words, that is not a part of your regular, 
commercial manufacture? 

Mr. Wueeter. That is correct. 

The CuarrMan. This is a part of this specific contract? 

Mr. Waeeter. That is correct. 

The CuarrMan. I see. Now, I have one other question. Which 
way did you interpret the specifications from the Department of 
Agriculture that this line, when extended, would go through the center, 
or when extended would go to the outside of the corrugation. 

Mr. Wueeter. When extended would go to the outside of the 
corrugation. 
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The CuarrMan. That was the interpretation you placed on that? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrMan. What is this notation here? What does that 
signify [indicating]? 

Mr. Wueever. That signifies hot dip galvanizing after the part is 
fabricated, and that is a specification the Government has in their 
drawings. 

The CuarrMan., All right. 

Do you have some drawings that you wish to insert here that would 
maybe further explain this point? 

Mr. Wueeter. Yes, sir. During the year 1953, our engineering 
department changed their part numbering system. At that time, we 
made some new drawings. This drawing here [indicating] designated 
as part P-5426 was obsoleted by the two drawings in question, 
91 UDA 013 and 91 UDA 014. 

The Cuatrman. What is the date of this drawing? 

Mr. Wueever. The date of this drawing is July 13, 1953. 

The CuarrMan. That may be made exhibit No. 25. 

(Exhibit No. 25 may be found in the files of the subcommittee.) 

The CuatrmMan. Do you have another one you wish to introduce? 

Mr. Wueeter. This drawing here, part No. 51 UDA 016, is a 
drawing that was used to fabricate the foundation bands for adding 
to our perfection-type bin. This was a special drawing because our 
perfection bin does not have a foundation ring, and a special founda- 
tion ring was required for that bin, 

The eenmiiraat, That may be made exhibit No, 26. 

(Exhibit No. 26 may be found in the files of the subcommittee.) 

The CuarrmMan. I handed you two other documents which you 
identified as reports from a field inspection made by your Mr. Clark, 
is that correct? 

Mr. Lineserry. I beg your pardon? 

The CuarrMan. I say I presented to you two other documents 
which you identified as field inspection reports made by your Mr. 
Clark? 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. I take the first one that I presented to you, exhibit 
No. 23—did you have something? 

Mr. Purpvus. Senator McClellan, it is the practice, when you receive 
drawings from any Government agency or from any individual firm 
for which you are doing business, to make a check on the design of 
the drawings which you receive. That I believe, is the responsibility 
of an engineering department. A check on the design of the Govern- 
ment drawings was made. It was found to be, in our opinion, all right 
as far as structural strength was concerned. I do not rm it is the 
responsibility of an engineering department to try to deviate from 
that design to make a stronger bin, particularly when this is what 
they said they wanted. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair is not arguing there with you. If they 

ve you a faulty design, the Chair wants to find it out, that is all. 
ei am trying to get the facts here as to what they gave you. If you 


say that you constructed it according to their design, even though it. 
may be faulty, then the responsibility would not be yours. 
Mr. Purpus. Mr. Chairman, wé are not saying it is a faulty design. 
The Cuarrman. Allright. If that is the thing that has caused the 
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trouble, as some have testified, regarding these bins—some have testi- 
fied that this character of construction has caused the trouble. If the 
Department of Agriculture is responsible by giving you a design and 
specifications that require this character of fabrication, the committee 
wants to know it. We want to find out where the fault is, and that 
is all we are trying to do, 

Now, then, on this exhibit No. 23, a report from your Mr. Clark, 
dated June 12, 1954, it refers to Reno County, Kans., White Side 
and Plevna sites. The purpose of his visit was to investigate erec- 
tion problems of 3,300 bushel bin, USDA. I note this language in 
the report under the statement: ; 

The contractor was having two problems: 

(a) Poor fitting seams. The radius of the sheets were either too tight or 
inconsistent, and the holes were not exactly on the corrugation ridges. 

(b) Holes along top edge of top ring. A careful check of the installation at the 


Plevna battery of approximately 60 bins was made and indicated that all sheets 
on site were punched. 


Another statement under the title ‘‘Action.”’ 


(b) The bins require peening and calking on the horizontal seams about 6 to 
12 inches either side of the vertical joints to make the bin grain tight. The 
superintendent of the construction company agreed that they would handle this 
work as part of the erection and that they could possibly improve on their 
methods of subsequent bins. 

I wish your comment on that as to whether this report indicates 
that there was some fault in the fabrication, or if it was simply still 
an erection problem, according to this report from your field inspector. 
What would you say about it? 

Mr. Lineserry. I would certainly say that it was fabricated 
properly, but I should like Mr. Wheeler to answer because between 
the time that fabrication is completed at the plant and the material 
is received at the field for erection, there might be mishandling or 
some abuse of the material. 

Do you want to comment on that, Mr. Wheeler? 

Mr. WuHee ter, Yes, sir. The parts when fabricated at the shop 
are fabricated and checked by templates and fixtures. 

(At this point, Senator Bender entered the hearing room.) 

Mr. Wueeter. When they leave our shop, they are to our best 
knowledge and ability correct. When they arrive on the field they 
may be damaged. However, they are packed in freight cars and 
blocked and strapped down so they will be transported satisfactorily. 

Senator Syminetron. Would the Chair yield for a question? 

The Caarrman. Gladly. 

Senator Symineton. Do you have go-no-go gages in the field? 

Mr. Wueecer. No, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Then your product, as far as further inspec- 
tion on your part, a dimensional inspection, is over; is that correct? 

Mr. Wueecer. That is right, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. On exhibit No. 24, I have a second report from 
Mr. Clark, dated August 27, 1954, and the site visited was Nobles 
County, Minn., ORD site 75 bins, and Reading site 120 bins. Purpose 
of visit was complaint from field, Minnesota ASC office. Among 
other things in his summary, he says, and I quote: 

A mechanical ditch digger was being used that was digging a level and round 


excavation 6 inches wide. The assembled foundation ring and footing pad was 
then “pried” — 
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and the word “pried’”’ has been placed in quotation by the author of 
the report— 

was “pried” into place making a rough looking ring without much peening and 
grouting. It was decided that the footing pads tight radius was the worst 
aggravation. 

Would you say the footing pads tight radius as the worst aggrava- 
tion was the fault in the fabrication, in the design of the facility, or 
was that the fault of the contractor that was erecting it? 

(At this point, Senator Mundt entered the hearing room.) 

Mr. Wueeter. The footing pad is manufactured according to 
specifications which requires a plain sheet of steel with no galvaniz- 
ing on it to be fabricated and then the part is hot dipped in a zinc 
bath to put the coating on it. When these parts were fabricated, 
we ran some experiments to find out what happened when the part 
was dipped in the galvanizing bath. We found that the part when 
dipped in the bath expanded and changed radius. So in the manu- 
facture of these parts, we made a special gage, to roll these parts to a 
tighter radius so that when they were dipped in the galvanizing bath 
they would come to the correct radius. It is an apparent result from 
the steel mills that no two pieces of steel, even in the same run or heat 
of steel, are alike. It was found that there were slight variations 
when the parts were hot-dipped galvanized. In this particular 
instance, when the erector found it in the field, Black, Sivalls, and 
Bryson recognized the problem, and sent this man up there to discuss 
the problem with them, and showed them how to straighten those 
foundation rings to the correct radius. Black, Sivalls, and Bryson 
paid the contractor for doing that, showing our intent of putting 
satisfactory parts out in the field. If any other contractor had come 
to us, which none of them did, we would have done exactly the same 
thing, sir. 

The Cuarrman. To that extent, you felt the responsibility was on 
the manufacturer? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And, therefore, you undertook to correct that and 
did in this instance? 

Mr. WHeEEtEr. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrMan. Does that apply also to the footing pad being pried 
into place? 

Mr. Wuee.er. After the footing pads were corrected in this man- 
ner, it was not necessary to pry them into place. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, they would fit and it would not be 
necessary to pry them into place? 

Mr. Naan. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. The report further states: 

The contractor was advised by the writer to flatten the corrugation ribs at 
the site in order to enlarge the radius of the footing pad. The contractor will 
advise B. 8. & B. of the apparent cost of the operation and negotiate a suitable 
cost to B. 8. & B. 

Mr. WHEELER. May I get a sample of the footing pad, sir? 

This is a sample of the footing pad that goes under the bin. This 
radius was too tight. The contractor laid this on a piece of wood and 
raed on the corrugations, flattening them. 

he Cuarrman, In order to lengthen them? 
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Mr. Wueeter. In order to change the radius. 

The CuarrMan. That would be a small matter in manufacture to 
correct, would it not? 

Mr. WHEELER, No, sir; it was very difficult to correct, after dip- 
ping. It could be done; yes, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Then in a discussion in this report, Mr. Clark says: 

The bins as a group were good with the exception of the footing pad and the 
foundation ring. The increasing of the pad radius to specification will speed up 
the ring setting and rounding, but in the future, besides closer watch on the pad 
fabrication, a method of holding or restriking the foundation ring is indicated for 
ease of erection and a better appearing bin at the ring joint. 


Mr. Wueeter. That is correct. That was done and we did that. 

The CuarrMan. Was that done on those bins that are now in 
question? 

Mr. Wueeter. I do not know, sir, when they were manufactured, 
in particular. 

The CuarrMaNn. We are talking about bins erected in 1954. You 
have sold none in 1955. 

Mr. WHEELER. It may have not been incorporated until the latter 
part of the order, sir. 

The CuarrMan. This report is dated August 24. 

Mr. Wuexrter. We were just about through. 

The CuarrMaNn. You actually did not deliver any bins after that 
date, did you? 

Mr. Durry. August 13, is that not the last date of shipment? 

Mr. Purpvs. I believe it was. 

The CHarrMan. So this report was after all 1954 bins had been 
delivered. 

Mr. Wueerter. Yes, sir; and we have not delivered any since. 

The Cuarrman. And you have taken measures to correct those 
deficiencies insofar as you can? 

Mr. WuHeeter. That is correct, sir. 

The Caarrman. Any other questions? 

Senator Symineron. I have some questions I would like to ask, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. All right 

Senator Symrneron. Mr. Lineberry, I asked you this question 
yesterday: 

You told the Department of Agriculture before this investigation started that as 
an old and reputable manufacturer you would be glad to make any restitution that 


was mutually considered right with respect to any faulty equipment that you 
made, 


Your reply was: 
I didn’t myself. Mr. Purpus, would you answer that question? 


M1. Purpus said: 


I would be happy to. The first meeting which we attended with the officials 
of the Department of Agriculture or branches was in Manhattan, Kans. At that 
time, it was our suggestion that we have a combined factfinding group go out in the 
fleld and try to determine a solution to this problem. It was determined at that 
time that the Department of Agriculture send an engineer, if the erection contrac- 
tor so desired they should send an engineer, and we should send an engineer from 
our firm, The three of them together would try to find a solution to this problem. 
The meeting was adjourned at that particular time on the basis that it was.a possi- 
ble solution and a practical suggestion and that we would be advised as to how to 
proceed on that basis. We have since waited a greater period of time to hear from 
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the Department of Agriculture and finally made a trip to Washington to find out 
the results. We were then informed that at that time it was determined that we 
should not go along, but that an independent investigation was being made by the 
Department of Agriculture. 

That independent investigation is not an investigation of this com- 
mittee. That was an investigation of the Department of Agriculture, 
is that correct? 

Mr. Purpvus. As nearly as we know, Senator. 

Senator Symineton. Have you ever heard the results of that? 

Mr. Purpus. Not officially, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Do you feel the primary reason for these 
activities is Mr. Huff, your former employee, who is now suing you? 

Mr. Lineberry, I address that question to you, 

Mr. Linesperry. That certainly would be a large part of the initia- 
tion of the investigation, as we see it 

Senator Symineton. As an old established firm, you had already 
stated that if you had made anything wrong, you would be glad to 
correct it. 

Mr. LineBerry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Even big, big companies make things wrong 
sometimes, do they not, automobiles and airplanes, and ae they 
do, they stand behind their product. You have stood behind your 
product, have you not? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. How meny stockholders have you? 

Mr. LineBerRY. 4,000. 

Senator Symineron. How many shares of stock are out? 

Mr. Lineserry. 489,000. 

Senator Symineron. What was the value of your stock 3 months 

? 
a: LineBERRY. About $23 a share. 

Senator Syminecron. What is it today? 

Mr. LINEBERRY. $17. 

Senator Symineron. Do you believe as a result of the activities 
that have been brought on, as you think, primarily by this Mr. Huff, 
that these stockholders of yours have suffered this heavy loss? 

Mr. Lineserry. I do. 

Senator Symineron. You think, therefore, that the loss in the value 
of the stock is a reflection of the publicity that your good name has 
been subjected to? 

Mr. Lineserry. To a very large degree; yes, sir. 

Senator Symrneron. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrman. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Munpr. I have some questions. 

The CuatrMan. Senator Mundt. 

Senator Munpt. I have been reading some of these reports of your 
own field people. That certainly throws a different light on it from 
what Senator Symington was putting on it, that this is simply an 
attack on you by Mr. Huff. Unless Mr. Huff supervised the activities 
of your own people in making the report, they were pretty well 
justifying exactly the information which we heard from Mr. Locraft 
and from the Department of Agriculture inspectors. While I am 
willing to concur in the assumption that certainly there is no corrup- 
tion involved on your part, and I hope that what Senator Symington 
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says is correct, that you are going to make the necessary adjustments 
to the Government, as you indicated yesterday when [ interrogated 
vesterday that that was the case, there was the implication yesterday 
that the Department of Agriculture was picayune and too meticulous, 
and wasting a lot of time making these checks on what happened in 
the field; whereas your own inspectors in their own reports indicate 
that both Mr. Locraft and the Department of Agriculture inspectors 
were picking up the deficiencies that should be brought to the atten- 
tion of this committee, and to you, in order to give the taxpayer his 
fair pay. I do not like the implication that this investigation is 
responsible for knocking your stock down. Certainly I do not want 
to deprive stockholders of their earnings. While Mr. Huff may or 
may not, as the Senator says, be responsible for triggering it off—— 

Senator Symineton. Would the Senator yield? 

Senator Munpt. Just a moment. 

Senator Symrneton. That is the third time that you have referred 
to me. 

Senator Munpr. I will yield. 

Senator SymrneTon. I read into the statements of yesterday that 
this company, like any other company, wanted to produce proper 
material, and that they offered to clear this whole matter up with the 
Department of Agriculture. You were not here yesterday with respect 
to hearing the testimony of Mr. Huff, who has been going around to 
Congressmen and newspaper columnists and apparently attempting to 
besmirch the reputation of this corporation. Regardless of any impli- 
cation, the fact is that the president of this company, one of the 
highest thought-of citizens in the State of Missouri, states that in his 
opinion the reason there has been a heavy drop in the value of this 
stock is beeause of the activities of the people outside. I did not 
make an implication, I made a statement, and I made the statement 
based on the testimony of the president of the corporation. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 

Senator Munpr. A statement is much more positive than an impli- 
cation. Lsay I do not agree with the statement that all the committee 
is doing is chasing down some rumors by Mr. Huff. 

Senator Symineron. The Senator from Missouri never said any 
such thing. 

Senator Munpr. That was the implication I got. 

Senator Symineton. The statement made by the Senator from 
Missouri was that the opinion of the president of this corporation 
was that the heavy drop in the value of the stock was primarily due 
to the activities of a disgruntled former employee of the company 
who is now suing the company. 

Senator Munprt. I thought you were talking about (his investiga- 
tion. The suit was causing the stock to drop. 

Senator Symineron. It is the opinion of the president of the 
corporation, who is now a witness before this committee, that the 
activities of a former employee, who is now suing the corporation, has 
caused the heavy drop in the stock. 

The CuarrMan. Gentlemen, let us proceed. The Chair takes the 
position that in all of these investigations, after they are once started, 
if the committee has found on its preliminary inquiry there is sufficient 
evidence to warrant an investigation and there is such an investiga- 
tion, we will not undertake to prejudge the merits of it until we get all 
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the evidence. The Chair’s efforts here are to get the frank, honest 
testimony from both sides, and get it as full and complete as possible. 
The Chair brought these new documents into the record this morning 
because it was certainly going to be necessary, when Mr. Locraft comes 
back on the stand, to interrogate him about them. Certainly these 
gentlemen should be given an opportunity to make any explanation 
they desire. 

Senator Munprt. That is exactly the position of the Senator from 
South Dakota. He does not want to have the country believe that 
we are responsible for any stock drop that may have occurred because 
Mr. Huff sued the company or because he triggered off the investiga- 
tion. Certainly, if at the end of it your record stands clean and you 
have made the proper adjustments with the Government, there is not 
going to be any permanent impairment to your stock. If in the end 
it appears that the charges which have been leveled here are not going 
to be adjusted, and there is something wrong, then, of course, like 
any other corporation, you will suffer from it. I am certainly not 
prejudging the case, but I do want to point out that some pretty 
vicious attacks were made on a gentleman by the name of Locraft 
yesterday, especially by the Senator from Missouri. 

Senator Symrneron. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Munpr. I will yield. 

Senator Symineton. If the Senator wants to get into a discussion 
with respect to what I said, I will be glad to do it right now before 
the committee or at any other time. But I would appreciate the 
Senator confining his activities and his questioning, just as a matter of 
personal privilege, to the witness. Some pretty heavy attacks have 
been made on my constituents, recently, before this committee, with 
respect to Mr. Hal Young, on the floor of the Senate, and with respect 
to some bidders for Pakistan grain elevator contracts. I am doing 
the best I can, as I believe the Senator from South Dakota does with 
respect to his constituency, to represent my constituents and do the 
job I should as a Senator. At the same time, I believe many of the 
attacks made on this company and its president are ill made, based 
on facts presented into the hearing yesterday, which the Senator 
unfortunately did not attend. 

Senator Munpr. Since I have the floor, I do not have to ask you to 
yield. It so happens that I was here for a considerable portion of the 
time yesterday. It was at that time that I heard you attack Mr. 
Locraft. I am not saying your attacks are justified, but I did listen 
and it is in the testimony. I read the testimony of Mr. Lineberry, 
= few questions about it, and what I say is straight from the 
record. 

Mr. Lineberry, you have a system of field investigations which 
you told us about yesterday, and factory investigations. The Chair 
has interrogated you about some statements made by Mr. Clarke, 
one of your own investigators, and he was reading about a report 
that Mr. Clarke made to you, your company, about some of the in- 
adequacies, inefficiencies, rreguladtiae-of do not want to use a word 
that will cause your stock to go down, but to use a word that will 
explain it—and you were explaining to the chairman the action you 
had taken to correct it. ‘There was one thing that the chairman did 
not mention and that was (6). 
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The contractor was having two problems. 

(b) Holes along the top edge of top ring. A careful check of the installation 
at Plevna battery of approximately 60 bins was made and indicated that all 
sheets on the site were punched. 

What is the meaning of that? Are those extra holes? 

Mr. Lineperry. Before our chief engineer answers, Senator 
Mundt, may I just say if we made any statements that the Agricul- 
ture Department had been too meticulous or picayune, I don’t happen 
to recall that. It was certainly not intended. We have no such 
thought. 

Senator Munpt. It was not made by you. It was made by one of 
my colleagues, and I am not going to mention his name because I will 
have to yield again. 

Mr. Lineperry. We have no such thought. As far as the field re- 
ports are concerned, just as a policy matter, I would like you to know 
that in the fulfillment of any contract, Agr iculture Department or any 
other agency of the Government or any customer, we follow through 
and try to provide service. If problems arise, we try to make cor- 
rections and see that the customer is getting full value. That is the 
purpose of those field reports. 

Senator Munpr. I think you should. 

Mr. Lineserry. When you deliver that many bins, a metal struc- 
ture of this kind, we expect some problems to arise. We are not 
infallible. We are not claiming that. 

Senator Munprt. I think properly you should do that. We have 
this material before us, and it is a question of determining to what 
degree the interest of the taxpayer or the individual farmer or the 
public interest was damaged by these irregularities and what adjust- 
ments you should make. 

Mr. Lineserry. I believe in the forepart of that report, sir, the 
contractor had stated, or if it isn’t explained in there the complaint 
was, that some sheets were out there that were not punched. That is 
why that statement is in there. 

Senator Munprt. In other words, having them punched was a good 
thing instead of a bad thing. I will read it to you again. Do you 
have it before you? 

Mr. Lingeserry. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. It says the contractor was having two problems, 
and the chairman interrogated you about the first one, which dealt with 
the poor fitting seams, and you were giving your explanation and hold- 
ing up this piece of corrugated metal to answer that one. Under that 
it says: 

(b) Holes along top edge of top ring. A careful check of the installation at the 


Plevna battery of approximately 60 bins was made and indicated that all sheets on 
the site were punched. 


It was listed as a problem. 

Mr. WueEz er. If it is listed as a problem, it is erroneous. The 
complaint was that they received sheets without holes in them. On 
a gang punch, which we use for punching those holes. there are a series 
of punches in 'the die. It is possible that one might break as the parts 
are being run, and the hole will not be punched. 

Senator Munpr. I am afraid you are wrong on that, because the 
next part of the letter to me indicates you are wrong and that the 
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Department of Agriculture was right in finding fault with it, and that 
Mr. Clarke was right in calling it to your attention. 

I will read (6) again. 

Holes along top edge of the top ring. A careful check of the installation of 


the Plevna battery of approximately 60 bins was made and indicated all holes at 
the top of the sheet were punched. 


I will read on. 


The writer agreed that B. 8. & B. would furnish additional bolts required to 
fill the holes under the roof. 

Parenthetically, you say B. 8S. & B. has always furnished this extra 
punching indicating that this solution is normal. 

It must be that having holes there were holes that were superfluous 
and Jet in the vermin, the mice, or the rain, or something. 

Anyhow, you were going to correct it by putting in a lot of bolts. 

In the earlier testimony, we found that they had to have washers 
on both sides of the bolts, or a lot of extra bolts, or the bolts were too 
short, or they loosened up. With that explanation, are you still say- 
ing what you want to say? 

Mr. Wueeter. What I said is wrong, sir, under that particular 
deal there. On the top ring—lI misunderstood. I thought you were 
talking about the top of the foundation ring. 

Senator Munpr. I thought you misunderstood. 

Mr. Wuee.er. The top of the ring is supposed to have holes 
punched only for the brackets which hold the roof. Sometimes those 
holes—evidently on those particular sheets, the complete circumfer- 
ential holes bad been punched, which would have been used when two 
sheets were joined together. 

Senator Munpr. So that you will agree that this report was a 
weakness or a deficiency in the bin construction which may be fitted 
correctly by sticking in some bolts but if not would cause some 
trouble. 

Mr. Wuee er. If the bolts were not put in there, it would cause 
trouble. 

Mr. Purpus. May I read to you from the specifications? This is 
an instance where, again, oftentimes when you try to help an in- 
dividual, trouble occurs. Reading from the specifications of the 
Department of Agriculture: 

Holes shall be punched in wall sheets for verticle and horizontal joints as 
described below in B (3) and (4). All other holes necessary for bolting the various 
parts together shall be punched in their proper location whether shown on the 
drawings or not, except that the holes in the wall for bolts fastening the lower 


part of the roof and anchor clips and the ladder and hatch reinforcement angles 
to the wall shall be field punched. 


In other words, the interpretation of that is that there should have 
been no punching in there at all, and that the erection contractor in 
the field should have done the punching. We found that in our shop 
we might be able to give an assist to the erection contractor to cut 
down a little bit on his labor, so we tried to punch those holes for him, 
even though it was not required of us by the specifications. 

Senator Munpr. The trouble was, in your enthusiasm, you over- 
shot your mark. 

Mr. Purpvs. In some instance, it seems as though we did. But I 
would like to make the point we were trying to help the erection con- 
tractor to cut down on his costs. 
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Senator Munpr. Your enthusiasm was uncontrolled and you had 
too many holes. 

Senator Symrncron. Would the Senator yield for a question? 

Senator Munpr. Yes. 

Senator Symrneton. When you made this effort to assist the erec- 
tion contractor at his request, your responsibility for the material as 
vou made it from the standpoint of the Government interest had been 
completely handled prior to that effort to help, is that correct? 

Mr. Purpus. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Symincron. Therefore, if you punched any holes, it was 
not your problem from the standpoint of responsibility on any contract 
with the Government, is that correct? 

Mr. Purpvs. I think that could be interpreted that way, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Did you not tell me yesterday that you had respon- 
sibility also for the erection of these bins? 

Mr. Purpvus. Only 610 of the bins in Illinois, sir. I believe the 
report states it was in Minnesota. 

Senator Munpr. It says Plevna. 

Mr. Purpvs. I believe at the top it says Nobles County, Minn., 
does it not, Senator? 

Senator Symrneton. Mr. Chairman, would it be possible, if there 
is a duplicate, that the record from which the Senator from South 
Dakota is reading be given to the witness, so he can follow it? 

Mr. Purpvs. I think I am familiar with that. 

Senator Munpr. It says “Reno County, Kans.; White Side and 
Plevna sites.”” Reno County is in Kansas, but where is White Sides? 

Mr. Purpvus. Kansas. 

Senator Munpr. Where is Plevna? 

Mr. Purpus. Kansas. And the other report, I believe, is from 
Minnesota, is it not? 

Senator Munpr. Well, it says “Kansas.” It says “plant or lease 
visited.” 

Mr. Purpvus. Senator, I did not know which of the two reports you 
were reading from. I knew one was from Minnesota. 

Senator Munpr. I am reading the one from Mr. Clarke dated 
June 12, in Kansas. You have explained now that you put in too 
many holes, and you say why. In Kansas, did you have any erection 
responsibilities in Kansas? 

Mr. Purpvus. We did not, sir. We had no erection contract from 
the Government within the State of Kansas. 

Senator Munpr. You can be looking at this while I look at another 
inspector’s report. 

Let me ask you first about the question which was asked whether 
in your opinion was the Department of Agriculture too meticulous 
and too snoopy and too rigid in the reports and investigations it made, 
in your opinion, or is that a logical responsibility of the Department of 
Agriculture to try to find out, No. 1, are the bins satisfactory, and 
No. 2, if they are not satisfactory, what adjustment can we make. 
Mr. Lineberry said yesterday there was friendly negotiation to com- 
pensate the taxpayer. 

Mr. Purpus. Senator, as yet we have not seen any reports made 
by the Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Munpr. You have been reading the papers. You know 
what is going on in this report. We heard some statements made by 
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Mr. Locraft, and some attacks made upon him, and some questions 
raised. I am asking you that question. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Chairman, if I may say so, I don’t think 
the witness should answer based on the assumption of the Senator 
that he has been reading the newspapers. 

Senator Munpr. If he wants to tell me that he has not been reading 
the papers, he can tell me that. He does not need an attorney for the 
defense on every question, Senator. Let him answer some of them 
himself. 

The CuarrMan. Let us proceed, gentlemen. 

Senator Munprt. I am trying to ask questions, but I am being 
interrupted all the time. 

The Cuarrman. Let us proceed. The Chair would like to bring 
this to a conclusion by 12 o’clock or shortly thereafter. There are 
some things, in fairness to all sides, that should go into this record. 
I hold in my hand now two other documents that I intend to offer 
for the record when properly identified that relate to problems in 
connection with construction that Mr. Lineberry’s fieldmen reported 
to him, pertaining to the erection and not fabrication. 

Senator Munpr. I am not sure there is anything wrong with any- 
body, but how can we find out but by asking questions and answering 
them? I said yesterday it seems like a big soap bubble from a small 
clay pipe. I would like to get the question answered. 

The CuarrMan. The Chair will say this, that we are going to hear 
from Mr. Huff before this series of hearings conclude, if we possibly 
can. Let us move along as rapidly as we can, please. 

Mr. Purpvs. I believe I would like to have Senator Mundt repeat 
his question. I am a little hazy on it. 

Senator Munpt. Have you or have you not been reading the news- 
papers and following the testimony? 

Mr. Purpus. I have read many of the newspaper articles. 

Senator Munpr. You have a general familiarity with the testimony 
made by Mr. Locraft, an inspector for the Department of Agriculture, 
and the two inspectors for the Department of the Navy, do you not? 

Mr. Purpvus. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. I asked Mr. Lineberry yesterday whether he 
thought the naval inspection was good, was bad, was weak or strong, 
or satisfactory, and he said he thought it was pretty good, and that 
they did an especially good job on the letdown of an airplane. He 
thought the country’s interests were protected. I am asking you 
about the Department of Agriculture inspection, whether you think 
this was a proper approach to make, to have Mr. Locraft come out 
and investigate it and check on it. You know what he has said. 
Do you think he has been unfair in finding fault with these grain 
bins and calling it to the Government’s attention, and the Govern- 
ment calling it to Mr. Lineberry’s attention? Do you think the 
Department of Agriculture should be criticized on that, or was that 
a proper, appropriate, fastidious function to perform? 

Mr. Purpus. Senator Mundt, I would not take it on myself to 
criticize any Government agency. In answer to the first part of 
your question, you asked me if I had been reading the newspapers. 
res, sir, I have. I also read an article in the Des Moines Register, 
dated approximately June 15, wherein certain officials of the Depart- 
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ment of Agriculture indicated in that article that perhaps they felt 
there had been undue stress placed upon this. 

Senator Benper. Is that the article written by J. S. Russell on 
June 19? 

Mr. Purpvus. I believe, Senator Bender, that is the article. 

Senator Benprer. I request, Mr. Chairman, that this be made a 
part of the record. 

Senator Munpr. Go ahead. 

The CHarrMAN. Just a moment. Do you identify this as the 
article to which you have referred? 

(Document handed.) 

Mr. Purpvs. I believe that is a reprint of the article, yes, sir. 

The CnHarrman. All right. Without objection it will be made 
exhibit No. 27. 

Proceed. 

(Exhibit No. 27 will be found in the appendix on p. 295.) 

Mr. Purpus. I believe I have answered Senator Mundt’s question. 

Senator Munpt. I think you were interrupted. You mentioned a 
man by the name of Russell. 

Mr. Purpvs. I said I had read the article written by Mr. Russell. 

Senator Munprt. And you felt that the article was unfair? 

Mr. Purpvs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. It may well be. I don’t know. 

Mr. Purpvus. If that article has been stated correctly, I think then 
certain people within the Department of Agriculture feel that perhaps 
undue emphasis has been placed on this. 

Senator Munpr. Well, let us find out who they are. They say in 
this article—well, I do not see any names in there at the moment. 

You have in your employment a man by the name of Mr. H. R. 
Leonard, is that right? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. He is also a field inspector, is he not? 

Mr. Wueeter. He is not a field inspector. He is the chief drafts- 
man of our Grain Division, and he was sent out on some field trips. 

Senator Munpr. He was a field inspector when he was out inspect- 
ing, was he not? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. It was part of his job, part of the job of the Navy, 
part of the job of the Department of Agriculture, to find out if the 
bins were o. k., and if not, what you do to make them better. The 
Department of Agriculture has recommended that the bins were com- 
ing out in such a way that in the future there was some correction 
that should be taken to eliminate these defective bins. They have 
said that they found some defective material and some faulty bins. 
The way to correct it would be by better inspection, and so forth. 
Do you remember that testimony? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munprt. We have here from Mr. Leonard, your inspector, 
dated May 20, 1954 

The CuarrmMan. The Chair interrupts to hand you the document 
for identification purposes so that it may be made an exhibit. 

(Document handed to witness.) 

The CuarrMan. Do you identify the document, Mr. Lineberry? 

Mr. LineBerry. Yes, sir. 


? See appendix, supplemental data, p. 301. 
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The CuarrmMan. What is it? 

Mr. Lineserry. Mr. Wheeler could better answer that. 

Mr. Wueeter. A field trip report by Mr. Henry Leonard dated 
May 20, 1954, visiting Parsons, Kans., and vicinity. 

The Cuarrman. It may be made exhibit No. 28. 

(Exhibit No. 28 will be found in the appendix on p. 296.) 

Senator Symineton. Would the Chair yield to me for a question? 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Symington. 

Senator Symineton. You have just looked at the document. 
Would you let me know what that document is? 

Mr. Wuee er. It is a field 

Senator Munpt. It is a field inspection—— 

Mr. Wuee er. A field trip report. 

Senator Symineton. That comes out of the private files of your 
company; is that correct? 

Mr. Wuee ter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. When any inspector employed by a corpora- 
tion goes around, whether his company produces automobiles, air- 
planes, or motors, fans, or washing machines, he automatically makes 
a report, and it is to his interest to make that report on the most 
negative side that he can in order that the plant will do everything to 
make the product as good as possible, -is that correct? 

Mr. Wueeter. That is correct. 

Senator Syminctron. Normally, those reports are never a matter of 
record of any kind; is that correct? They are internal reports which 
the management of any company gets from its fieldmen and its field 
inspectors; is that correct? 

Mr. Wueeter. That is correct. 

Senator Symineton. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair will make this observation in all fairness 
to Mr. Lineberry. His company has fully cooperated with the com- 
mittee and made its records available upon request of the committee. 
They are a part of the committee records now. We did not have to 
subpena them. ‘They have cooperated in every way. I make that 
statement in fairness to Mr. Lineberry and his company. 

Proceed. 

Senator Munpr. O. K.; some time ago I picked up this field trip 
report to ask you some questions about it. It has been duly identified, 
entered into the record, and discussed. _I was calling attention to the 
fact that on the 20th of May 1954, Mr. Leonard, in your employment. 
made exactly the same recommendations to you that Mr. MeLain, 
Mr. Locraft, Mr. Christiansen, and the other naval inspector in one 
way or another have made to this committee, and that is that there 
should be a tightening up of the inspection process. 

I read you the words of Mr. Leonard, in which he says, and I am 
reading the summary: 


Erection contractor complained— 
that was in Parsons, Kans.— 
that our roof sections were more difficult to erect than those of our competitors. 


Was this Mr. Huff? 
Mr. Purpus. No, sir. I assume he is referring to competitive 
makes of bins, Senator Mundt. 
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Senator Munpr. I probably misunderstood the testimony earlier. 
I thought we had in the record a statement from one of you that 
Mr. Huff was the only man who had ever complained as a contractor. 

Mr. Purpus. I think not, sir. 

Senator SymincTon. Will the Senator yield there and maybe I can 
help clear the record on my part. 

Senator Munpr. Yes. 

Senator Symincton. Anybody who manufactures automobiles, for 
example, automatically gets from the factory representative all 
possible complaints made by his distributors or dealers, is that correct? 

Mr. Purpus. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincton. What you were talking about were formal 
complaints and not normal complaints incident to any manufacturing 
or distribution business; is that correct? I believe the distinguished 
Senator from South Dakota is correct, that somebody said that the 
only complaint, in the way of a formal complaint, was that made 
by a Mr. Huff. I did not want you to make a mistake in your testi- 
mony. That was a misunderstanding. I agree with the Senator from 
South Dakota on that. 

Mr. Lineperry. It was mentioned, Senator Symington, that we 
had 4 complaints—rather, complaints from 4 other contractors which 
we regarded of a minor nature and adjustments were made promptly. 

Senator Symineton. Would the Senator yield further? 

Senator Munprt. Yes. 

Senator Syminecron. I have just turned in my Pontiac and obtained 
a new Pontiac. The gage does not work properly, the cover does not 
work properly, it has several rattles, and so forth. 

Senator Munpt. We will get a demand from General Motors to 
answer that testimony. 

Senator Symineton. That does not mean that the General Motors 
Corp. does not know how to make automobiles, does it, in your 
opinion? 

Mr. Lineserry. No, sir. 

Senator Symincron. We both agree they do know how to make 
automobiles? 

Mr. LINEBERRY.”~ Yes, sir. 

Senator SyminetTon. Is that not the same type of complaint that 
might be made by a fieldman, going into a field contractor, and they 
work together to get the best product possible? 

Mr. LinesBerry. Precisely. 

Senator Symineron, Is that not an exact analogy with this 
particular case? 

Mr. Laneperry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Nevertheless, if I made a complaint with 
respect to my automobile, and that complaint was carried by the 
distributor, and the distributor wrote back to the plant and registered 
the complaint of this particular purchaser, then it could be claimed 
if somebody wanted to claim it, that there was a general inefficiency 
and incapability in the manufacture of cars. Is that a fair 
observation? 

Mr. LineBerry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Thank you. 

Senator Munpr. I am afraid that I will have to say to my friend 
who keeps interrupting me, you Missourians have one characteristic, 





214 GRAIN BINS-—-DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


you let your enthusiasm go too far. Here you let your enthusiasm go 
too far when you were trying to help the erector. And I think in 
your analogy you paint the lily too white, that that Pontiac had arrived 
here, where it sits beside my sturdy old Dodge every morning, minus 
one wheel, with a couple of doors off, and maybe the trunk gone, with 
specific shortages of materials. 

Senator Symineton. I think I should say I have sat for 2 weeks 
while the Senator from South Dakota has criticized the operations of 
this company. 

Senator Munopt. If we can ask questions and get answers from the 
witnesses, we can get along faster. 

The CuarrMan. Gentlemen, let us proceed with this investigation 
and ask questions of these witnesses. They can answer. We are not 
seeking to do anything but get the facts on the record. There is con- 
fusion; there is controversy; there is probably misinformation out 
before the public that is a reflection on this company and a reflection 
on others, which is involved. Let us clear it up. 

Senator Munoprt (reading): 

Erection contractor complained that our roof sections were more difficult to 
erect than those of our competitors due to (1) loose stiffener strips; (2) design of 
the roof anchor clip; (3) field punching of the top ring of body sheets to receive 
the anchor clips. 

We come back to this field trip. Part of the difficulty you had in 
this connection was something about the punching process. You had 
too many holes, or the wrong tolerances, or something. 

Contractor also complained of certain manufacturing errors and shortages as 
outlined in the discussion below. 

Action— 
and here is where we find your man agreeing with Locraft and the 
Department of Agriculture with the Navy 

He says: 

In connection with the present production, it is recommended that inspection 
be tightened up to minmize manufacturing errors and shortages of materials. 

If I understood your testimony yesterday correctly, or the implica- 
tion of it, you agree that Mr. Leonard made a good suggestion and 
that you feel you should tighten it up, and that those errors can be 
reduced if not eliminated entirely by that practice; is that correct? 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes, sir. I think Mr. Purpus could answer the 
complaints of the contractor there and the action that was taken, 
Senator, if he may do so. 

Mr. Purpus. Senator Mundt, in the original summary I believe it 
states that the contractor was complaining that he was having a more 
difficult time in erecting our roof sections; am I correct in that? 

Senator Munpr. Yes. I will read it. He said, that— 
at each of the sites visited the complaints were approximately the same, namely 
that our roof was much more difficult and tedious to erect than that of other 
manufacturers. 

Go ahead. 

Mr. Purpvus. Yes, sir. Now, if I may explain this, when we sub- 
mitted an offer to the Department of Agriculture, we offered certain 
deviations, particularly in reference to the roof, wherein we were giving 
them something that we, in our own opinion, considered better. 
Our particular dies for our roof have what is termed ‘‘a canopy.” I 
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might add at this particular point that that particular feature of our 
bin is one that is widely known commercially throughout the country. 
By canopy, I mean that we are extending down in a canopy type over 
the side wall instead of coming down at an angle. In other words, 
if the Senator can visualize, we are making a curvature at that junc- 
ture where the side wall and roof join together instead of making a 
straight line. It is our opinion that by putting that curvature in 
there, we are alleviating the problem of snow blowing in. That 
particular deviation was requested from the Department of Agricul- 
ture. It was approved by the Department of Agriculture. 

[t follows, naturally, that if you are going to have a surface which 
is curved down, and you are going to have to put a clip to attach the 
two together, you are going to have a more difficult time in placing 
those two things together. But, mind you, this was a deviation which 
had been approved by the Department of Agriculture. 

With reference to the roof stiffeners, the Department of Agriculture 
had asked us to put a stiffener in the roof to strengthen the roof ridge. 
Here, again, this was a deviation which had been approved by the 
De .partment of Agriculture. Originally we were going to spot weld 
the stiffeners in the roof. Upon a visit to our plant of Department of 
Agriculture officials, we suggested to them that in past years we had 
found that in shipment a lot of this spot welding broke loose. We 
suggested that it might be more convenient for everyone to ship those 
stiffeners loose so that the contractor would bolt them in place ia the 
field. This, again, was approved by the Department of Agriculture. 

Now with reference to that specific complaint, you can easily see 
that the contractor who is erecting that bin is making a complaint 
because the design which we furnished and which was approved by 
the Department of Agriculture happens to cause him a little more 
time in erecting it. 

Now getting down to the specific request there, as far as action, I 
believe the engineer in that report suggests that in the future, to 
alleviate this friction that might arise, even though in our opinion we 
are giving them something a little better, that we conform to the 
Government specifications instead of asking for the deviation. In 
other words, I believe he states that we should furnish a roof clip to 
the Government specification. 

Senator Munpt. Under action, I read action: 

In the future orders. it is recommended (1) the roof clip be redesigned in line 
with the USDA standard detail. 

That would eliminate 

Mr. Purpus. Senator, again I would call to your attention that the 
previous roof clip which had been used was approved by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. Now, in a subsequent procurement, in an effort 
to eliminate this friction, we did furnish the roof and the roof clips 
exactly in accordance with the Department of Agriculture specifica- 
tions. We did not ask them for a deviation on that. So what we 
were doing was taking a corrective step in line with that, not because 
we felt it was a better design, but because we felt it might reduce this 
friction which seems always to exist between the fabricator and the 
erection contractor. 

Senator Munprt. I will read on. This is mentioned in Mr. Leonard’s 
report. I do not want to get him fired. I want to be fair to him: 
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The roof rib is at present being redesigned in accordance with the USDA 
detail— 
I suppose that means plan— 
thereby eliminating the need for the stiffener strips and that source of complaint. 


Mr. Purpvus. There, again, and I am trying to clarify this for you, 
in the roof on which we had requested a a vlegen: we put these 
stiffeners in in lieu of making a larger rib. Again, this was approved 
by the Department of Agriculture. Again, it added a little more 
work for the erection contractor. But, again, it had been approved 
by the Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Munpr. It was a deviation from the Department of 
Agriculture original drawing, something which you submitted and 
they O. K.’d. 

Mr. Purpus. That is correct, which we had submitted to them, 
which we received approval from them for prior to the time we manu- 
factured any single part. 

Mr. Leonard then is going on to recommend that to erase this fric- 
tion as much as possible that we spend a lot of money making new 
dies so that in the future procurements we would comply exactly. We 
did that on the next procurement, at considerable expense to our 
company. 

Senator Munpr. Now we come to the third phase of Mr. Leonard’s 
report: 

The contractor also complained that he has encountered certain fabrication 
errors and shortages as follows: One, errors in fabrication, verticle seams in 
foundation ring not punched, 10 sheets. 

I suppose that means they found it was not punched in 10 sheets. 

Mr. Purpus. Senator Mundt, that is entirely possible, sir. 

Senator Munprt (continuing) : 

No, 2, name stenciled upside down on top ring sheet, eight sheets. 

Mr. Purpus. Senator Mundt, I think there, again, that is some- 
thing when you are running through as many sheets and a man is 
stenciling them 

Senator Munpr. I am reading it because it is in the record. I find 
no criticism in it being upside down. 

Mr. Purpus. That is to our deficiency, because we like to have our 
name where it can be seen. 

Senator Munpr. Our difficulty yesterday was that some of them 
were not stenciled at all. But being upside down would not be hard. 

Mr. Purpus. This particular reference is to the name of Black, 
Sivalls & Bryson. We would like to have it right side up so people 
can see it. 

Senator Munpr. Now to get back to Senator Symington’s Pontiac; 
Shortages of materials. Inspection 24 bins— 
this seems more serious— 
shortages in materials, 24 bins on 1 site. (1) One door assembly. 

I know enough about grain bins to know door assembly and grain 
bins. . 

(2) Ten standard-length body. sheets, (3) 1 top body sheet with name, (4) 3 
hardware boxes with no bolts, (5) small shortages of long bolts throughout. b- 
ony long bolts were used in places not specified to aid in taking up manufacturing 

erances. 
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That is where we were talking about having to bolt the tolerances 
together. 

I do not know if that means there was a loss to the Government, 
but I would think if there were shortages that that would be certainly 
something that you should explain. . 

Mr. Purpus. I would like to explain it. The shipment of these 
grain bins were made 15 to a car. They were designated to go to a 
specific site wherein the erection contractor then took them out of 
the car and put them on different sites. That meant that the erec- 
tion contractor had to take all of the material out of the car, 15 
mind you. So in this particular instance, that erection contractor 
had to take 30 bins, he had to take 24 of those 30 bins and put them 
on 1 site and 6 on another site. We had certain complaints like that. 
That is certainly true. We questioned not once the contractor’s 
complaints with reference to shortage. At our own expense we 
immediately sent out any replacement parts. However, I think it is 
rather significant that we showed Mr. Malony, the Department of 
Agriculture investigator when he visited our plants, innumerable 
receiving reports, which means it is a document which we make out 
when material is returned to us. We showed him these receiving 
reports from contractors where they had sent back to us many of 
the same items which they had previously reported as shortage. 
We have letters. We have a letter from the contractor that you 
have mentioned in Minnesota, wherein he returns to us some 20,000 
bolts. He had previously requested bolts, saying that he was short. 
At the end of his contract, he turned back 20,000 of them. Certain 
other contractors have sent in even greater quantities than the 
20,000. 

In an effort to try to trace this particular thing down to see what 
could be done to alleviate it in the future, we went back to the manu- 
facturer of these bolts. We purchase these, mind you. We purchase 
them from a corporation out of the city. He was supposed to place 
a specific number in a burlap bag. As you can easily see, when you 
are talking about the tremendous number of bolts that go into a 
grain bin, you do not count one by one. 

Senator Munpt. Maybe we can shorten this by getting 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Chairman, I am very interested as a 
former manufacturer in this very intelligent explanation. 

The Cuarrman. Let him finish his answer, 

The Chair wants to be very fair to this company. These state- 
ments are in the record now. Mr. Locraft is going to be questioned 
about these things, and in deference to this company I have placed 
them into the record. I have said the minute I get through with this, 
I am going to place something in the record that is favorable to the 
company. . 

Senator Symineton. I have worked with the chairman for many 
years. I have not seen him unfair yet. 

The CuarrMan. I know you did not mean to imply I am unfair, 
but I am explaining I can only get so much done at a time here. 
I cannot put everything into the record at once. There are things 
here that properly the company should explain, and there are other 
reports here that are favorable to them. I am going to place them 
into the record. ; 

Senator Symineton. I have an observation, Mr. Chairman, when 
the distinguished Senator from South Dakota finishes. 
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The CHarrMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Purpus. In an attempt to see that such things do not happen 
in the future, we contacted the supplier of the bolts, who was supposed 
to make a count, put them in the burlap bag, and send them to us 
for distribution to the contractors. 

We referred back to him the fact that we had been receiving com- 
plaints in the shortages of bolts. We spot check them when they 
come into our plants. We would take a bag here and a bag there 
and count the bolts by hand. We found nothing wrong. 

We referred it again, however, to the manufacturer. He went to 
the trouble of sending a man to Kansas, for the purpose of contact- 
ing these contractors and to determine from them what was wrong. 
He said in 1 instance he found a contractor who said he still had 2 or 
3 boxes of his bolts in the back of his car. He had not gotten around 
to send them back to the company. ‘That was the same contractor 
who requested us to ship him additional bolts because he was short. 

Senator Munpt. The bolts are a very unimportant part of it. I 
was interested to know why a door would be short, and why 10 
standard length sheets were missing. 

Mr. Purpvus. I cannot say in that. But in many instances, we 
have body sheets turned back. I tried to explain that that con- 
tractor had to take the 30 bins, 15 to a car, he had to make a division 
of so many to this site and so many to that site. Obviously he may 
have put 23 doors on site A and 7 doors on site B. Mind you, there 
are 36 stave sheets to each bin. Therefore, in 24 bins—— 

Senator Munpr. When you get a notification of a shortage like 
this, what you do, I presume, is to immediately send out the missing 
parts so there are no financial losses involved. 

The question that does arise is how much loss of time is there to 
the farmer whose grain is on the ground and who needs a bin. If 
this is Parsons, Kans., how long would it take you to supply the 
shortages? 

Mr. Purrus. We invariably ship them the next day. The only 
financial loss involved is to Black, Sivalls & Bryson. 

Senator Munpr. That is all. 

The CuarrMan. Senator Symington? 

Senator Symineton. About this door business: On cars, it is true, 
is it not, that in marketing an automobile, it is shipped to a distributor, 
and the distributor looks it over, and the dealer looks the product 
over and then sells it to a consumer? That is normal, is it not, 
Mr. Purpus? 

Mr. Purpus. I believe so; yes, sir. 

Senator Syminctron. So there would be four chances not to ask the 
customer to buy a car without a door; is that correct? 

Mr. Purpvs. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Symincron. Many times, in the shipment of motors, which 
we aes to our distributors, we would find a bedplate left off, for 
example, or a part. Therefore, there is no similarity whatever in 


shipping to a distributor who constructs in the field and shipping 
through a retail organization on automobiles; is that correct? 

Mr. Purpvus. That is correct. 

Senator Symineron, Have you ever heard the expression that a 
good company is like a happy family, especially a small company, 
and that you all work together as a happy family? 

Mr. Purpvs. Yes. 
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Senator Symineton. Al] families have private matters; do they not? 

Mr. Purpus. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincron. And often a member of the family will write 
to another member of the family and give their private problems; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Purpvus. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. And the more those problems are worked on, 
as, for example, the family budget, probably the better it is handled; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Purpus. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincton. What in effect has been read to you just now 
by the distinguished Senator is in effect private correspondence in 
the family of your company; is that correct? 

Mr. Purpus. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincton. Is there any corporation in the world where, 
if you go through the files of that company and pick out letters, you 
cannot make the company look good, bad, or indifferent, depending 
on the way you use that correspondence? 

Mr. Purpus. Yes, sir. 

Senator SymineTon. Is that not a fair statement? 

Mr. Purpus. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincton. Nobody is perfect in production any more 
than people are perfect in any other way. Therefore, it is simply the 
way that you use the private correspondence which you place on public 
exhibit as to whether you make the company look good or whether 
you make it look fair, or whether you make it look poor; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Purpvus. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. Senator Bender? 

Senator Benper. Mr. Chairman, in connection with this whole 
proceeding, the chairman of the committee has very ably stated: the 
purpose of this investigation is to determine whether the Govern- 
ment’s interests were fully protected in the purchase of these steel 
bins and, if not, why not, and what corrective action needs to be 
taken. All of us are in agreement on that point. 

This is the fourth day we have spent in hearings on this matter. 
So far, so far as I can tell, we have not even settled the first point 
yet, whether the taxpayers did or did not get their money’s worth in 
this series of transactions. 

Mr. Gibson, who testified here on Tuesday, said in his inspection 
of 2,310 bins on 49 bin sites in Kansas, lowa, and Illinois, he found 
only 3 percent of this company’s bins in poor condition, and only 
found 1 or 2 gallons of grain, as I think he puts it, that had been lost 
out of all of these bins. Later he said about a peck. There is not 
any evidence here of any significant loss out of the millions of bushels 
of grain that have been stored in these bins. 

I have asked the questions repeatedly of the witnesses as to how 
much money was involved here, how much was lost to the taxpayers, 
and there is no response. I press the question and there is no 
response, 

Under the circumstances I feel very strongly that the question 
that concerns me is what the losses are and if this company was 
deliberately endeavoring to give the taxpayers a rooking. I do not 
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know where we get these things. It is like when you write love letters 
to your wife, and they get them from your files. They go into your 
files and get this inside information. 

I think it is commendable that this company has an inspector of & si 
its own, checking its own work, and determining what there is that FF 
is faulty, or what there is that is not right. They are ready and willing 
to correct it. p 

I questioned the gentleman, whom I never saw until yesterday, and 
he said that for 63 years their company has been doing business, and 
they had never been before a congressional committee; their integrity 
has never been questioned; they have never appeared before any 
proceedings of this kind. Senator Symington says that they have 
been hurt, and I can appreciate they would be because much has 
been written about this, and the comments have been made. 

The question is: To what extent have we been hurt? The Govern- 
ment inspectors have no idea, and the value of the grain, or whatever 
it is, that was stored was very limited. As I said a moment ago, 
only 3 percent, even according to the best testimony, of these bins 
are faulty. In lowa it was 6 percent. Under the circumstances, | 
believe that these reports and the testimony of Mr. Gibson simply 
do not support the charge that there has been wholesale failure in 
these bins. 

The Navy Department inspectors have certified that the bins were 
manufactured according to the drawings and specifications and passed 
their inspection. I do not see how anything more than that can be 
asked of the manufacturer. 

What is the dispute of Mr. Huff, who has huffed and puffed all 
over the place, and who has been to every newspaper and who has 
been to every Congressman and Senator, who has made the rounds, 
generally, to every agency to investigate? We will hear him; I under- 
stand we are going to hear him and I am anxious to hear him so that 
we know what the extent of the damage is. 

I have no desire to hurt this company, hurt Mr. Huff, or hurt 
anyone. I want to know the facts. I want to know the extent of 
the damage. I want to know if this company is interested in making 
any correction. 

Senator Munpt. Will the Senator yield? 

Senator Benper. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. Mr. Duffy of the staff just advised me on the 
statistics on the failures, as far as the testimony is concerned. That 
does not mean that the testimony is correct. It is so that your 
statement will be answered on the basis of the facts. 

Mr. Becraft, the State administrator of Kansas, testified that 85 
percent of the 428 bins in Kansas, 92 percent of your bins, 85 percent 
were defective; and in Illinois, 714 bins of the 1,000 that were sold 
to the people in Illinois had side walls that buckled. So before you 
ask . question, you should have all the facts that are now in the 
record. 

Senator Benper. Do you have a comment on that? 

Mr. Lineserry. | certainly question the definition of failure, what 
constitutes failure. We could spend the day on that subject. 

Senator Symineton. As I understand it, the counsel for the com- 
mittee states that 85 percent of the bins in Kansas that you produced 
in a certain period failed. 
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Senator Munpt. Eight-five percent of ninety-two percent. 

Senator Symineton. Eighty-five percent of ninety-two percent. 

The CuHarrMAN. Just one moment. The counsel for the committee 
stated that that was Mr. Becraft’s testimony, not his. 

Senator Symineron. I thank the Chair. 

Then you get into the question of who is responsible for erection 
prior to ultimate unsatisfactory use, do you not? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMANn. Gentlemen, if we are going to go into all of that 
and we are into it now, I know no way to get the facts. 

Senator Symineton. If I may say so, the Senator from Ohio was 
testifying, and counsel for the committee goes over and talks to the 
Senator from South Dakota. The Senator from South Dakota asks 
the Senator from Ohio to yield, and he brings in some startling facts. 

The CuarrMan. That is only in the record. 

SenatorSymineron. I have not been able to get to all of these hearings 
as I have had to go to other committees. You have a problem here. 
It is who is responsible for the manufacture, and who is responsible 
for its failure in the field after somebody else erects it who has no con- 
nection with the manufacturer. Is that correct? 

Mr. Lineperry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Syminetron. Yet this company is having dumped on it all 
of the troubles of all the contractors in the field over whom it has no 
control. Is that right? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincron. That is all I wanted to bring out. 

The Caarrman. The Chair wishes to state that he could not bring 
out all the facts involved in this in one single sitting of the com- 
mittee. 1 have to proceed from one point to another. The Chair is 
just as anxious to reveal the facts that there is faulty erection, as 
much so as there is faulty construction, or to reveal the fact that there 
are no faults at any place. The only thing is I have to proceed and 
hear witnesses. 

At this time we are having the company give its version, and which 
it requested, and which it was entitled to, and the Chair asked it if 
it did not want to appear. From this I intend to go into the other 
aspect of it. We are in that aspect of it now. 

(At this point in the proceeding Senator Bender left the hearing 
room.) 

The Cuarrman. If it is your opinion, and you point out in testi- 
mony that the fault is not in manufacturing but in the erection, the 
Chair is certainly going to give you that opportunity. 

I hold in my hand some of your documents where your inspectors 
reported in some instances that it was the fault of the erection. I am 
going to put those into the record just as fast as I can get to them. 
| have no idea at this point how much the Government lost, whether 
it bas lost anything, or whether anyone is at fault. But this investi- 
gation is here, and it is here on the basis of information that has been 
given to the committee in sworn testimony, that the Government has 
suffered loss by reason of this operation. 

I do not know where the facts are. I am going to proceed as ex- 
peditiously as possible to get all the testimony into the record. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. finlenan. this seems to be a morning for 
making observations. Ihave not made any yet. I am way behind on 
my schedule. 
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I want to say this, briefly. I wish to assure my friend, Senator 
Symington, that I am not trying in any way to blacken the name of this 
company. I know nothing of them. I am very impressed by the 
three witnesses; they are very responsive. When given a chance to 
respond on their own testimony they have done so. 

I do not think there should be any criticism of Mr. Duffy; his job 
is to come and tell me something about this. 

Senator Bender made a statement about this, and Mr. Duffy gave 
me other information. In the record now is testimony from the Kan- 
sas Office that 85 percent of 92 percent of the bins that he looked at 
were defective, and in Illinois 714 of the 1,000 bins produced by this 
company had sidewalls that buckled. If he is going to answer ques- 
tions, he should answer them on the facts. 

As far as I am concerned, as I said yesterday, I am of the opinion 
that maybe we are all off on a wild goose chase. But the only way 
we can find out, as the Chair has indicated, is to question. It may 
well be that nobody has lost any money, or that everything is going 
to be restored to the Government. But let us get the facts. 

The Cuarrman. If Mr. Lineberry’s company has been blackened in 
any way, or libeled, or slandered, it is the purpose of this committee, 
and the Chair is endeavoring to do that, to let him remove that cloud. 

Mr. Lineserry. We appreciate that, sir. 

The Cuarrman. If I had not held these sessions, you would not 
have gotten your version of this to the public for a long, long time. I 
believe the Chair, in holding these hearings at this time, or the com- 
mittee rather, in holding these hearings, is doing as much of a favor 
to you as it is in pursuit of its duties. 

At this time, if my colleagues will permit 

Senator Munprt. Point of order. He was asked a question first. 

The Caarrman. I am sorry. Answer the question. 

Senator Munpr. I imagine you will have to have the reporter 
read it by now. 

The Cuarrman. Do you have the question in mind? 

Mr. Lingeserry. What was the question? What was the reference? 

Senator Munpt. The question was asked by Senator Bender and 
then amplified by me to bring into focus all the facts. 

Mr. Lineserry. I think now I do know the reference; yes, sir. 

We feel, as you so aptly stated yesterday, that the entire situation 
has been blown up out of all proportion to its true size. We do not 
think that the Government has suffered great loss. We employed 
Dr. Barre, who has had many years of experience in grain storage. 
As I stated in my testimony yesterday, he has not had an opportunity 
to inspect many bin sites. He did look at those that we could show 
him hurriedly that were supposed to be among those on which bins 
were erected that were alleged to be among the poorest. It was his 
observation that the conditions that are alleged to constitute failure 
are conditions with which the Agriculture Department has had prob- 
lems over a period of the last 15 years. 

There is not, so far as we are able to determine, a loss of grain to 
the taxpayers; there is not a loss of money. They have been fur- 
nished a very good grain bin, metal grain bin, at a low cost. 

It is our feeling, Mr. Chairman, that Black, Sivalls, and Bryson can 
sit down with the Agriculture Department and any difficulties, any 
shortages, any errors on our part we stand ready to correct. 
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I cannot speak for the erecting contractors, but I am sure they 
would discharge their responsibility. 

It seems to us that this entire investigation is something that could 
be resolved quite readily if the parties involved simply get around the 
table and get their minds to the job and get it done. 

Senator Munor. I believe yesterday you indicated you were trying 
to do it in a friendly fashion. That must mean, No. 1, that the De- 
partment of Agriculture is pursuing its duty by calling these to your 
attention; and No. 2, you are not trying to resist and say everything 
is perfect. 

You are saying, “All right, if something is wrong, we will try to 
correct it in the future, and if some loss has been sustained, we are 
willing to pay it.” Is that right? 

Mr. Lineserry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. Supplementing the chairman’s statement, this 
committee is trying to do it. Senator Humphrey delivered one im- 
passioned speech on the floor and maybe two, saying that this is a 
grain-bin scandal, that you are involved, the Government is involved, 
the Navy is involved, the Department of Agriculture is involved, 
and, as usual, this committee sits in the hot corner and we get involved. 

Up to now I have not seen anything scandalous. I am trying to 
find out. Carelessness is not scandal. A couple of mistakes made 
is not scandal. Errors that may have cost somebody money and 
which has been restored to them is not scandal, unless there is graft, 
or corruption, or malfeasance. There is no scandal involved. 

I am trying to find out when I ask you questions. It is not an 
unfriendly attitude, but a search for knowledge. 

Mr. Lingeperry. Any errors or deficiencies for which we are re- 
sponsible would certainly be corrected, Senator Mundt. 

The Cuarrman. I think in view of the publicity which has been 
given to your company, the committee is showing every deference 
to let you appear here and give your version of it. 

Mr. Lineperry. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that I believe 
the Chair has been extremely fair to us, and we do appreciate the 
opportunity to appear here. 

Senator Munpr. I would like to ask the witness if——. 

Senator Symineton. I would say that is a very fine statement 
just made by the senior Senator from South Dakota. 

The CHatrMan. Let the record show that the committee agrees, 
each member of it, that they are all fair. 

Please identify the document I have just handed you. 

(A document was handed to the witness.) 

Mr. Wueeter. This document is a field trip report made by Mr. 
Clark dated August 23, 1954, when he visited Henderson C ounty and 
four surrounding sites at Tlinois. 

The CuarrMan. He made a report to you about conditions there; 
did he not? 

Mr. WHeeEter. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. And in that report he points out that there are 
some problems with respect to the erection of the bins; is that correct? 

Mr. Wuee ter. That is right, sir. 

The Caatrman. And he also points out the weather conditions, I 
believe. Maybe it is not in that one, but it is in the next one. That 
document may be made exhibit No. 29. 
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(Exhibit No. 29 will be found in the appendix on p. 298.) 

The CHarrman. I will hand you another document. Will you 
identify this document? 

(A document was handed to the witness.) 

Mr. Wuee.er. This is a copy of a field trip report made by Mr. 
H. R. Leonard, dated August 4, 1954, when he visited Butler and 
Dickinson Counties, in Kansas. 

The CHarrMan. That may be made exhibit No. 30. 

(Exhibit No. 30 will be found in the appendix on p. 299.) 

The Cuatrman. Now, while you have those documents before you, 
there are certain reports there with respect to the manner in which 
some of these bins are being erected that I regard as favorable to 
your company. I would suggest that you read the pertinent part of 
that report in that respect into the record at this point. 

Mr. Linesperry. Mr. Chairman, may Mr. Purpus make answer to 
that? 

The Cuarrman. He may. 

Mr. Purpus. I am reading from the report of N. P. Clarke, dated 
August 23, 1954, with reference to a visit to Henderson County and 
4 surrounding sites in Illinois contacting various individuals, 2 
of whom are erection contractors, 2 of whom are USDA officials, 
or ASC officials, perhaps, would more properly state it. 

I am assuming that there must have been other reports than this 
because it is starting off with an action. In the process of turning in 
our reports, there must have been subsequent factfinding before the 
action was recommended. [Reading:] 

At a meeting of the group listed, the contractor and inspectors arrived at an 
agreement that the contractor would follow the erection instructions using a 


sweep to level the excavation and a sweep to round the foundation ring while 
tamping the fill. 


I would assume from that, and, again, I say I have not seen the 
facts before, I would interpret into this that prior to that time, ap- 
parently the erection contractor had not been following. 

The CuarrmMan. Will you read the part that is underscored? 

Mr. Purpus (reading): 

The foundation rings were flattened in the car and are aggravating the erection 
problems of rounding the bin. 

The CuarrMan. In other words, you found that in the course of 
shipment, the rings had gotten distorted, and they were giving trouble 
to the contractor in trying to erect it? 

Mr. Purpvs. I believe that would be a correct assumption of this 
statement, sir. 

The Cuarrman. That is my interpretation of it. In other words, 
it is not the fault of the fabrication if something happened after it left 
your plant; is that correct? 

Mr. Purpus. That would be my interpretation of this, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

The CuarrmMan. That is my interpretation. 

Is there anything further? 

Mr. Lineserry. Mr. Wheeler has a comment on the other report. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Wheeler, would you comment on that? 

Mr. Wuee.er. In the concluding sections of this report; it reads as 
follows; the report made by Henry Leonard: 
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It is the opinion of the writer, that the bowing out of the bin side walls is due to 
uneven settlement of the foundation ring, thereby causing a concentration of load 
at the affected parts of the bottom ring. It is not believed that any failure of the 
bins is indicated; however, if additional settlement should occur, due to prolonged 
rainy season or other cause, the situation might become more serious. It is, there- 
fore, recommended that another inspection of the bins be made at some later date 
to determine if additional bowing has occurred. 

The CHarrMAN. In other words, he reported there a condition of 
weather or a condition of the soil on which the bins had been erected? 

Mr. Wueever. That is correct. 

The CuarrMan. And that did not sustain them so as to keep them 
from shifting and letting the wheat get out of proportion in one area 
of the bin and thus causing the bulging? 

Mr. Wuescer. Right, sir. 

The CHartrMAN. So in this matter you run into those problems, 
where a bin, upon inspection, appears not to be standard, or appears 
not to be holding up, it appears to be failing, using your word here, and 
you have to go further than just looking at the fabrication; but look 
to the location of the bin as well as other factors that may have con- 
tributed or caused the condition that indicates failure? 

Mr. Wuee.er. That is correct, sir. 

The CuarrMan. So you have reports from your fieldmen along 
those lines, as well as reports where you might make some improve- 
ment in the factory? 

Mr. Wueever. That is correct, sir. 

The CHarrMAN. Are there any questions? 

Senator Munpt. May I ask, Mr. Lineberry, do you make com- 
mercial grain bins, or is this just a Government enterprise? 

Mr. LineBerry. Yes, sir; we make commercial grain bins. 

Senator Munpt. Do they have a trade name? 

Mr. Laneperry. Perfection. 

Senator Munpr. Are these Perfection bins that you supply the 
Government or are these some other design? 

(At this point in the proceeding Senator McClellan left the hearing 
room. ) 

Mr. Lineserry. This is our standard bin with a capacity approxi- 
mately the same as that of a Government bin, and a bin which has 
given very satisfactory service, many thousands of them. In fact, 
we are installing a large group of them in Des Moines, despite the 
publicity right now. 

You might be interested to know that despite the adverse publicity, 
our sales of grain bins to farmers are running well ahead of July 1954; 
and our sales for August, and I am including 3,300 bushel Perfection 
bins, known to the farmer, are running well ahead of August— in fact, 
we have sold more already for delivery in August 1955 than we sold 
in 1954 for the month of August. 

Senator Munpr. Do these grain bins that you supplied the Govern- 
ment or the local committees carry the name Perfection on them? 
I mean these bins that you are talking about here? 

Mr. Purpus. To make certain we inform the Senator correctly, 
the Government bin which is under discussion here, is a bin which 
is manufactured to Government specifications and drawings. It does 
differ from our standard commercial bin. 

Senator Symineron. Will the Senator yield at that point? 

Senator Munpr. Yes. 
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Senator Symineron. I think the Senator from South Dakota has 
brought out a very interesting point. When the Government will let 
the manufacturers go about and design something and produce it, 
the chances are generally that it is all right, but when the Government 
gets into the design specifications, and I am not asking a comment 
from the company because they are talking about their customer, 
then these troubles may start. 

I thank the Senator from South Dakota. 

(At this point in the proceedings, Senator McClellan reentered the 
hearing room.) 

Senator Munpr. All right. 

Mr. Purpus. I might also say that we count amongst our very 
satisfied and prosperous customers many of the fine farmers of the 
State of South Dakota, Senator Mundt. 

Senator Munpt. I have seen Perfection bins? I have some general 
idea of what they are. I was wondering if this was a specially designed 
bin? You tell me it was a specially designed bin. 

Mr. Purpvus. There were 900 bins on these procurements which 
were Perfection bins with the foundation ring designed by the United 
States Department of Agriculture. 

Senator Munpt. Why do they suggest a different design; because 
it is a larger bin, to go on a different site, or what? Why do they not 
just buy regular Perfection bins, or a Butler bin, or some other regular 
commercial bin? 

Mr. Purpus. Are you speaking, sir, of the normal procurement of 
the Government bin? 

Senator Munprt. Yes. I am wondering why they do not say that 
a Butler bin, a Perfection bin, or a Soo steel bin, or whatever it might 
be. 

Mr. Purpvs. Sir, I cannot answer why the governmental agencies 
always design a specific product to be manufactured to their specifica- 
tions. In many instances I think there are standard products on the 
markets of many things. 

Senator Munpr. Are these bins, when they are completed—and I 
am talking about the cost figures to you, not the selling price; because. 
obviously, I presume you sell cheaper to the Government than you 
do to the farmer—but are the cost of production figures on these bins 
lower than the cost of production on the corresponding same size 
Perfection bins? 

Mr. Purpus. If I understand the question—may I restate it to 
make certain that I do? 

You are asking if our manufacturing cost on the Government bin 
is higher or lower than our manufacturing cost on our standard bin? 

Senator Munpt. That is right. I am thinking primarily of the 
material that goes into the bin. Is it better material or poorer mate- 
rial? They may want to buy a cheaper bin; I do not know. 

Mr. Purpus. The manufacturing cost on the Government bin is 
higher. However, the exact specifications with reference to the 
Government bin and with reference to the standard commercial bin 
are not identical. 

Senator Munpr. Is the material used in the Government bin more 
ei or less expensive than that used in the regular Perfection 

in? 

Mr. Purpvus. There is the addition of the foundation ring which 
we do not furnish on a standard bin that we sell to the farm trade. 
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That is the addition of 16-gage material which is naturally adding to 
the cost of the bin itself and also adding to the fabrication cost. 

Senator Munpr. Theoretically, regardless of how it works out, as 
an engineer, is that foundation ring designed to make a better bin, 
a stronger bin, one that lasts longer; or one that goes together more 
quickly; or what is the purpose of it? 

Mr. Purpus. Senator Mundt, I am not an engineer. I wish to 
correct that. 

Mr. Wueeter. The purpose of the foundation ring is_ twofold: 
First, to support the bin; and, second, to anchor the bin into the 
ground. With our Perfection-type bin we supply cables. 

Senator Munprt. That is movable? 

Mr. Wueeter. No, the perfection bin is supplied with cables to 
anchor it to the ground. It sits on top of a flat grade. 

Senator Munpt. Is it correct that the perfection bin is so built that 
a farmer can move it readily from place to place and these bins are 
supposed to be anchored permanently in the same spots? 

Mr. WuHerE ER. These bins can be moved by digging them up, but 
the perfection bin is easier to move. You can just slide it around. 

Senator Munpt. I would not worry too much, Mr. Lineberry, about 
the adverse publicity you have suffered. You say you sold more bins 
in August than you did last time. 

I call to your attention that a fellow by the name of Henry Ford did 
pretty well with an automobile with a lot of adverse publicity. 

Mr. Linesperry. We are very sensitive on the subject of our reputa- 
tion, Senator Mundt. We will admit that. 

The CuarrMAN. Thank you, gentlemen; you are excused. 

Mr. Huff, please come forward. 

Will you be sworn, please, sir? 

You do solemnly swear that the evidence you shall give before this 
Senate investigating subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 


Mr. Hurr. I do. 
TESTIMONY OF C. E. HUFF, KANSAS CITY, MO. 


The CuarrmMan. State your name and place of residence, for the 
record. 

Mr. Hurr. My name is C. E. Huff. I live at 3833 West 65th 
Street Terrace in Johnson County, Kans. My mail address is Kansas 
City, Mo. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Huff, in what business are you engaged? 

Mr. Hurr. I build steel grain elevators and erect grain bins. 

The CuarrMan. I assume you know you are entitled to counsel if 
you wish counsel? 

Mr. Hufr. I don’t believe I need it, sir. 

The CHarrmaNn. All right. If you do not need it, we will proceed. 
; Mr. Hurr. I have some notes that I would like to read from, if 

may. 

The CuarrMan. Just a moment. Answer the question. What 
business are you in? 

Mr. Hurr. I felt I answered that, sir. I build steel grain elevators 
and erect grain bins. 

The CuarrmMan. How long have you been in that business? 
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Mr, Hurr. About 4% years. 

The Cuarrman. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Hurr. About 4% years. 

The CuarrmMan. Four and a half years? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. What business were you engaged in previously? 

Mr. Hurr. I was an employee of Black, Sivalls & Bryson for 20}; 
years. 

’ The Cuarrman. In what capacity? 

Mr. Hurr. In various capacities from stenographer to manager of 
their special products division. 

The Cuarrman. Do you have a prepared statement or just notes 
from which you wish to testify? 

Mr. Hurr. Well, it is a prepared statement; of course, I haven’t 
had time to have it typed up so I would like to read from it, if I may. 

The Cuarrman. Well, you did not know until yesterday afternoon 
that you were going to testify. 

Mr. Hurr. That is correct, Senator. 

The Cuarrman. It will be the Chair’s ruling that you may read 
from the statement which you prepared, I believe you told me, last 
night. 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

The CHatrMaNn. Before you proceed, Senator Symington said he 
wanted to ask you a question. 

Senator Symincton. Mr. Chairman, if the Chair has decided that 
the witness would read a statement, would it be in order to ask ques- 
tions while he is reading the statement? 

The CuHarrman. In the course of reading the statement, I would 
suggest that all members of the committee might ask questions for 
clarification. When we permit a witness to read a statement, we try 
to withhold what you might term “cross-examination” of him until 
after he has concluded. But for clarification purposes or any other 
reasons, if the Senator feels he should interrupt, the Chair will gladly 
permit it. 

I suggest we let him start, and at any point that any Senator wishes 
to interrupt to interrogate him, that may be done. 

Proceed. 

Mr. Hurr. I was associated with Black, Sivalls & Bryson for 24 
years. 

’ The Cuarrman. You better speak a little louder. The Chair is 
having a little difficulty. 

Mr. Hurr. I was associated with Black, Sivalls & Bryson for 24 
years, 20% years as an employee. The last few years I was general 
sales manager of their special products division. I was more respon- 
sible than anyone else for Black, Sivalls & Bryson starting making 
grain bins 7 yearsago. I resigned on December 1, 1950, and became a 
distributor of B. S. & B. bolted steel elevator tanks. In that latter 
connection 

The CuarrMan. Were you a distributor for this company? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir, under contract. In this connection, I sold 
B. S. & B.’s steel grain elevator storage tanks and constructed com- 
plete grain storage elevators. 

The Cuarrman. The photographer will refrain from taking pictures 
while the witness is testifying. 
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All right. 

Mr. Hurr. As a distributor—I have left out one point. You will 
agree this is rather an unusual proceeding inasmuch as a company 
who is being questioned about the nature of defects which have ap- 
peared in grain bins of their manufacturer has interjected matters 
belonging in a private lawsuit. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair will advise you now we are not under- 
taking to try that lawsuit. You will have to do that somewhere else. 

Mr. Hurr. That is why I am explaining this. 

The CuarrMaNn. Since your name was brought in here yesterday, 
as being the one who has probably agitated the most, who has caused 
probably these hearings to result, and because it is charged that you 
made contacts for the purpose of getting adverse publicity to B. S. 
& B. Co., the Chair felt you were entitled to be heard. But I do not 
care to go into the merits of the lawsuit. If you wish to answer as to 
your activities in trying to bring about these hearings, the Chair 
would like to hear it. 

Mr. Hurr. As a distributor for B. S. & B., I worked very closely 
with them. As a matter of fact, until recently, Black, Sivalls & 
Bryson carried on certain of their oilfield erection activities under the 
name of Huff Construction Co., and they had a bank account in the 
name of Huff Construction Co. at an Oklahoma City bank. For the 
past few years, and even now, B.S. & B. showed some of my construc- 
tion jobs in their advertising. The most recent one that I have seen 
is in June of 1955. I show this simply to show or to establish that I 
know how to build grain-storage facilities. 

There is one in Black, Sivalls & Bryson recent ad in June 1955. 

Senator Symincton. What are you showing there? 

Mr. Horr. A picture of a grain elevator which I constructed using 
B.S. & B. products. 

Senator Symineton. Were you the design engineer of B. S. & B.? 

Mr. Hurr. No, sir; I was not. 

Senator Syminaton. What is the point? You constructed an ele- 
vator using their products. How does that relate to B. S. & B.? 

Mr. Hurr. I wanted to show, Senator, that I am qualified to build 
grain-storage facilities. 

Senator Symincton. That you could build the facility, or you could 
build it right or you could build it wrong? 

Mr. Hurr. I built it right, Senator. 

Senator SymineTon. [ assume you feel that way about it, but I 
do not see what point :you are making by showing a grain bin and 
stating that this shows that you can build a grain bin right. What 
is the point about that? 

Mr. Hurr. Because the inference has been made that all the erec- 
tion contractors who built these Government grain bins, built them 
wrong, Senator. 

Senator Symineton. One more question. Did you ever build a 
grain bin wrong? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Thank you. 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Would the Chair understand that you exhibited 
there an advertisement of the B. S. & B. Co. with a picture of a bin 
that you constructed? 
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Mr. Hurr. Of a complete grain elevator. I did it for the purpose 
of qualifying myself as being able to build grain-storage facilities. 

Senator Munot. Is it your advertisement or B.S. & B.’s? 

Mr. Horr. B.S. & B.’s. 

The Cuarrman. That is what I understood. 

Senator Symineton. Did you use B.S. & B. equipment? 

Mr. Hurr. I used B. S. & B. tanks. Here is Black, Sivalls & 
Bryson’s—— 

Senator Symineron. Will you answer my question? Did you use 
their equipment? 

Mr. Hurr. I used their bolted steel tanks. 

Senator Symineron. Did you use their equipment when you built 
this bin? 

Mr. Hurr. That is the only kind of equipment for elevators they 
make. 

Senator Symrncron. I will ask the question again. Did you use 
their equipment? 

Mr. Hurr. I built their tanks. The machinery I bought from other 
manufacturers. 

Senator Syminctown. You keep on making your answers and I will 
keep asking the questions. Did you use their equipment? 

Mr. Horr. I used their tanks and the machinery I bought from 
other manufacturers. 

Senator Symrneron. You would not use that equipment unless you 
felt it was good equipment? 

Mr. Hurr. I felt it was good equipment. 

Senator Syminctron. Therefore, in advertising your ability to build 
the bin, you are also advertising their ability to produce it, are you not? 

Mr. Hurr. I certainly am. 

The Cuarrman. Proceed. 

Mr. Hvurr. So you see, I have had very close and friendly relations 
with B. S. & B. After I left here last night, I went to Mr. Duffy’s 
office to obtain from him a memo that I laid on his desk several days 
ago which I would like to read. This is dated July 22. 

Mr. L. J. Durry. I would like the privilege of telling this brief story to the 
committee. 

I am a contractor who erected 1,000 B. 8. & B. grain bins in 1954, 390 of them 
in Kansas, under contract with the Kansas ASC Committee, and 610 of them in 
Illinois as a subcontractor for B. 8. & B., who was both the manufacturer and the 
prime erection contractor on that number of bins. 

On March 25, I received a telegram from Mr. Wendell Becraft, State adminis- 
trative officer for ASC in Kansas, advising me that regarding the 393 B. S. & B. 
bins erected by me in Kansas, certain defects showed up after they were filled 
with grain. 

(At this point, Senator Mundt withdrew from the hearing room.) 

Mr. Hvrr (continuing): 

Immediately upon receipt of that telegram, I phoned Mr. Becraft and imme- 
diately offered to correct any inefficiencies in the erection of those bins. I 
followed that telephone call with the attached letter confirming my offer to 
promptly remedy any erection deficiency. 

This letter is dated April 11, 1955, to Mr. Wendell Becraft, adminis- 
trative officer, Kansas ASC Committee, Manhattan, Kans. 

Dear Mr, Becrart: This is simply a confirmation of our conversation which 
took place shortly after you sent me your telegram of March 25 advising that 


some of the grain bins which we erected last year in Rawlins County now show 
some defects. 
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In our conversation I offered to promptly repair any bins where I had failed to 
erect according to specifications. 

You advised me that nothing is to be done right now, and that you will attempt 
to determine whether the defects are due to the nature of the material furnished 
by the manufacturer or due to work done improperly by the contractor. 

If you determine that we did something wrong, we’ll get to work and correct 
it right away. 


Now I will return to the memorandum to Mr. Duffy. 


Upon three or more occasions, the USDA notified B. 8. & B. of defects which 
had developed in their Illinois bins after the bins were filled with grain, and some 
of the bins included in those notifications were erected by me. As a consequence, 
I received the attached registered letter dated April 5, 1955, from Black, Sivalls 
& Bryson, putting me on notice of a possible claim against me on the 610 B. 8, & B. 
grain bins which I erected in Illinois. 


The letter is as follows: It is from Black, Sivalls & Bryson, Kansas 
City, Mo., dated April 5, registered mail, return receipt requested. 


Re Illinois Government storage contract, No. BE-3220 
Mr. C. E. Horr, 
Hurr Construction Co., 
3833 West 65th Street Terrace, 
Overland Park, Kans. 

Dear Mr. Horr: We have been advised by the State of Illinois that they will 
empty certain bins that you erected to determine if the difficulties they en- 
countered are the result of faulty erection. 

If it is determined that there has been faulty erection, we will expect you to 
take immediate action to correct said erection and hold us harmless as provided 
in the terms of your contract and bond. 

We will keep you advised of any further developments in this matter. 

Very truly yours, 
Buack, S1vauus & Bryson, Inc. 

Signed by Mr. M. G. Purpus, general sales manager, special products 
division. 

Now I will go back to the statement. 

Therefore, I have been put on notice that I may have claims against me by 
the Government or by B. 8. & B. on the entire number of 1,000 B. 8. & B. grain 
bins which I erected in 1954. 

I am bonded on the erection of those 1,000 grain bins in the total amount of 
$170,360, and those bonds must stay in effect until the bonding company is 
advised that no further liability exists on my part. 

The testimony of Mr. Baily of the Claims Division of USDA now makes it 
appear that at least 5 years will pass before any action will be taken by the 
USDA against either the bin manufacturer or me as an erection contractor. 


The CuatrMaNn. Five years? 

Mr. Hurr. That is what they indicated the other day, that 6 
years had passed and some of these things had not come to court yet. 

The Cuatrman. Let us be specific about that. Who has advised 
you that it will take 5 years to resolve this matter? 

Mr. Hurr. May I start the paragraph again? 

The CHatrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Hurr (reading) : 


The testimony of Mr, Bailey of the Claims Division of the USDA— 
before this committee— 


now makes it appear that at least 5 years will pass before any action will be 
taken by the USDA ainst either the bin manufacturer or me as an erection 
contractor, and since I will not be able to obtain additional bonds until this 
matter is closed up, you can see the untolerable position in which I must now 
prepare to spend the next several years. 
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Now I want to point out that I am only 1 of perhaps 18 or 20 erection contrac- 
tors who erected B. 8. & B. grain bins in 1954, and I am told by the attorneys for 
the USDA that all those contractors have received similar notice of possible claims 
against them by the Government. 

Senator Symineron. Are you talking about claims of the Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. The letter was introduced in the record here 
stating that you had written to one of the contractors who in turn for- 
warded the letter to the B.S. & B. Co. 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. I will refer to that later. 

Senator Symincton. How long is your statement, incidentally? 

Mr. Hurr. It is rather lengthy. 

Senator Symineton. How long do you think it will take, in time? 

Mr. Hurr. I would say 15 minutes. 

Senator Symineton. Just one more question. When you mention 
the 18 contractors, have any of the other 18 contractors undertaken 
the same campaign against the B. S. & B. that you have, to the best 
of your knowledge? 

Mr. Hurr. No, sir. [Reading:] 

Within recent days we have received the attached letter from the Office of the 
Solicitor for the USDA, advising me that they believe it best not to meet and dis- 
cuss my problem until ‘‘after Black, Sivalls & Bryson has submitted any proposal 
it may have in mind.” 


Here is his letter: 

United States Department of Agriculture, Office of the General 
Counsel, Washington, D. C., addressed to Mr. Roland Abel, who is 
my counsel, Abel & Lackey, 421 Commerce Trust Building, Kansas 
City 6, Mo. 

Subject: Grain bins purchased from Black, Sivalls & Bryson and erected by 
Huff Construction Co. during 1954. 


Dear Mr. Apew: Reference is made to your letter of July 9, 1955, which 
crossed our letter to you of July 8. In your letter of July 9, you outlined certain 
matters for discussion when a conference is held in connection with the rights and 
responsibilities of C. E. Huff as contractor for erection of buildings purchased by 
Commodity Credit Corporation from Black, Sivalls & Bryson. 

We believe that our letter to you of July 8, 1955, covers the points raised in 
your letter of July 9, 1955. It would appear that both your client and this 
Department would be better able to evaluate their respective positions if a praeins 
such as has been proposed in your several letters were held after Black, Sivalls & 
Bryson has submitted any proposal it may have in mind. 


To return to my association with Black, Sivalls & Bryson, I have 
pointed out the friendly connection which existed. This friendly 
association continued through the early summer of 1954 and, because 
of it, when I encountered more than usual difficulty in erecting 390 
B. S. & B. grain bins for the USDA in Rawlins County, Kans., I said 
little to the Government inspector at the bin site but did tell B.S. & B. 
of my troubles. On those B. S. & B. bins in Kansas, our most serious 
worry was shortages of bolts. We found early in the performance of 
the contract that we could not make the foundation rings perfectly 
round, but did the best we could, and the bin-site inspector and the 
county ASC office manager commented that they were as nearly 
round as previously erected bins of other makes already located at 
the same bin sites. 

We completed the B. S. & B. Kansas bins about the end of June 
1954, and then erected 45 Butler steel bins in the same county at 
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Herndon, Kans, The first contact with Black, Sivalls & Bryson 
regarding the Illinois subcontract was about July 26, at which time 
Mr. Purpus phoned me and asked whether I would be interested in 
erecting about 600 bins for B. S, & B. over in Illinois. He said he 
could not give me the exact number of bins nor the location of the 
bin sites, but would let me know later. He asked what I would erect 
them for, and I told him $210 each. He said they had only bid $200, 
and that they would be willing to give me that full amount, but ob- 
viously could not pay me more than $200. He said he would let me 
know later. 

About the 29th of July, Mr. Purpus phoned me and said he would 
like to get together that afternoon and discuss the proposed Illinois 
subcontract. He came down to Roland Abel’s office that afternoon 
and we agreed that I would erect about 600 bins for them in Illinois 
but the locations still were not known. Then he said he was going 
out to a golf tournament and invited me to go with him, but I was 
busy and declined with thanks. 

I believe it was the following Monday, August 2, that Mr. Abel 
and I went out to B. S. & B., and met with Mr. Purpus, Mr. McCool, 
Mr. Oberholtcer, and discussed the details of the contract. Leonard 
Banowitz was called into the meeting and instructed to write up a 
contract, 

On August 4 Mr. Abel and I went out to the plant where they had 
a contract prepared which was pretty much as discussed on Monday 
with Oberholtcer. I signed it and at that time they gave me the 
locations and quantities of bins I was to erect. That was on August 4, 
1954, 

In our several conversations prior to signing the contract, Mr. 
Purpus assured me the Illinois bins would be shipped over a 2-week 
period. He said they had 10 days after receiving the last shipping 
instructions on the total contract, and that he had arranged with 
Earl Chapman in the Kansas ASC office to hold up some shipping 
instructions to give B. S. & B. more time to make shipments. This 
point was discussed several times. 

Then there is a discussion of the arrangements of the shipments, 
We can pass that up. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Huff, I believe a lot of that is immaterial. 
You have stated your relationship with them, everything has been 
pleasant and you made a contract, you erected 600 bins for them, 
and you erected some 390 of their bins for someone else. 

Mr. Hurr. From this point, Senator, it deals with the difficulties 
with the bins. 

The Cuatrman. What the Chair is interested in primarily, and 
what the committee is interested in primarily, is any defects in those 
bins that you are competent to testify about. 

Mr. Horr. That is what we are starting right now. 

Senator Symineron. Mr. Chairman, before he starts, it is in order, 
is it not, for any assertions that he makes that the replies to those as- 
sertions by the company that he has been attacking can be placed into 
the record? 

The Cuarrman. Well, no, sir, except under oath, and in public 
hearings. That is the procedure. 

Senator Symineton. I would respectfully suggest, in due course, 
when the hearing is over, that the witnesses be recalled from Black, 
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Sivalls & Bryson, and they be allowed to answer these charges or state- 
ments which are being made by this witness in the report, which the 
committee has never seen. 

Mr. Hurr. Senator McClellan, may I explain to Senator Symington 
that the inserts that I spoke of were additional thoughts that I put 
down last night as I was working on this statement. 

The Cuarrman. What the committee is interested in is if you have 
any testimony or want to give testimony regarding defects in the bins, 
in the fabrication of then, or where there is any fault on the part of 
the company that supplied them. The Chair wants to hear that. 

Mr. Hurr. That is what I am prepared to start. 

The Cuarrman. But your relationship, other than as a background 
statement, your relationship and controversy with the B. S. & B. Co., 
is of relatively little importance. 

Mr. Hurr. From this point on, it deals with the difficulties with the 
bins. 

The CuarrMan. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Hurr. Our men and equipment arrived at Carthage, IIl., over 
the August 8 weekend, and started unloading bins on Monday and 
Tuesday, and on Wednesday started erecting bins. On Friday, 
August 13, I phoned Mr. Purpus and told him we had to have some 
longer bolts for the bin roofs. At the point where the roof ladder goes 
on, where the bolts go through the ventilator base and the reinforcing 
angle ring and where the heavy angles bolt beside the roof hatch, the 
2-inch bolts furnished by B. S. & B. were too short. 

The CuarrmMan. Did they furnish you the longer bolts? 

Mr. Hurr. They did. 

We had complaints about this when we erected the Kansas bins, 
and when B.S. & B. failed to supply longer bolts we had to buy longer 
bolts. Also, we had to batter down the roof corrugations with a 
hammer so that 2-inch bolts would go through all the material. 

When we started building top assemblies at Colusa and we found 
we didn’t have any bolts long enough for these certain locations, we 
again had to take hammers and flatten down the roof corrugations to 
use the bolts furnished by B. S. & B. 

When I phoned Mr. Purpus for the longer bolts, he said he didn’t 
understand why the bolts were not long enough, that none of the other 
contractors had complained. I told him we were flattening down the 
roof corrugations so we could use the 2-inch bolts and would have to 
continue doing so until we received longer bolts. He agreed to send 
70 long bolts per bin. They shipped 5,700, five-sixteenths diameter, 
on August 19, and we received them in care of the Hancock County 
ASC office August 23, Monday. 

We observed that some of the nuts were half-inch across the flat 
and some nine-sixteenths across the flats. But since we had both 
sizes of sockets it did not bother us. As far as we knew, both sizes 
would meet Government specs. 

After the tops were built at Colusa, we started men working at 
Media. After we built a few bins at Media, the county Government 
inspector, James Clark, complained that the bins were not round, 
hence the floors did not fit. 

Senator Symincron. Mr. Chairman, in order that I can follow 
the witness, what difference does it make whether it was eight- 
sixteenths or nine-sixteenths? 
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Mr. Hurr. The nuts, you mean? 

Senator Symincron. Yes. 

Mr. Hurr. The nuts did not meet specifications, Senator. We 
come to that later on. 

Senator Symincton. Was that a problem in erecting your bins 
that some were eight-sixteenths and some nine-sixteenths? 

Mr. Hurr. That was a problem. 

Senator Symineton. Is that one of the reasons for the faulty 
problem? 

Mr. Hurr. It gave us a problem in erecting the bins. 

Senator Symineton. How was that? 

Mr. Hurr. The nut was so small that light would show through 
the hole past the small nut and we had to go through and put in a 
larger nut and washer. 

Senator Symincron. Put the larger nuts on and put a washer on? 

Mr. Hurr. That is correct. 

Senator Symincron. All right, 

The CuairMan. How many pages have you? 

Mr. Hurr. Well, | have several, but I can read 2 or 3 more pages. 

The CHarrmMan. If you can highlight it, please do so. 

Mr. Hurr. Yes. I will cut out as much as I can to give you the 
thoughts I put in it. 

The CHarrMAN. Please do. 

Mr. Hurr. We had a complaint from the Government inspector 
at Media, James Clark, that the bins were not round, and therefore 
the floors did not fit. We had run into this trouble at Colusa but 
the Hancock County inspector and Hancock County office manager, 
had talked to the fieldman, who had advised them that the bins were 
built as well as possible with the material at hand, so the Colusa 
bins were passed by the inspector. However, Jim Clark wouldn’t 
accept the bins, and phoned Jim Mitchell in the State office about it. 

Knowing that Clark was going to phone Mitchell, I went into 
Springfield, and was at Mitchell’s desk when Clark’s call came in. 
I could tell that Clark was complaining about two things; first, he 
wanted the floors humped up in the middle—in previous years the 
floors were arranged in that way—but Mitchell told Clark that the 
specs called for the floors to be flat, and that was the way we were to 
put them in. 

Secondly, Clark complained about the bins not being round. 

After Clark hung up, Mitchell told me quite emphatically that the 
bins had to be round. He immediately phoned Mr. Purpus and told 
him that the bins had to be round, and that Black, Sivalls, & Bryson, 
must send someone over right away to get this matter straightened out. 

He further told Mr. Purpus that B. S. & B. was the contractor and 
a State would look to B. S. & B. to. supervise the erection of the 
ins. 

Mr. Purpus apparently told Mr. Mitchell he would send an engineer 
over right away, and he did send an engineer in a few days. This en- 
gineer cr B.S. & B. is also named Clark, Paul Clark, and he met me 
at Carthage and drove up to Colusa, and then to Media. We ex- 
amined these out-of-round bins. 

Mr. Paul Clark looked at the bins and said the reason we were hav- 
ing trouble getting the bins round was that we didn’t tamp in the foun- 


65818—55——16 





936 GRAIN BINS—DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


dation rings first. He asked whether we used a sweep to tamp in the 
bins and get them round, and I[ assured him that we did. 

Paul Clark said he had just returned from Minnesota, where the con- 
tractor was having some minor difficulty, and that he had gotten that 
contractor straightened out. 

I asked what kind of difficulty that contractor was having, and he 
said it wasn’t anything much. Clark stayed a day and then went 
back to Kansas City. His total help to us was to tell us that if we 
ee tamp in the foundation rings first that we wouldn’t have any 
trouble. 

After Clark left, we started tamping in foundation rings before build- 
ing the bins, but had even more trouble than with our procedure of 
hanging the foundation ring sheets on the bin, and setting the whole 
bin into the trench. 

We had noted when we unloaded the carloads of material at Colusa 
that the sheets, sidewall, and foundation ring sheets all were stacked 
in two piles in the car. The shoring was knocked down under the 
ends of these stacks, and the foundation ring sheets were flattened 
somewhat. 

We didn’t realize this flatness would give us undue trouble. 

The CHarrMan. Was that a fault in the fabrication or a condition 
that came about in the course of shipment? 

Mr. Hurr. We felt that it was a fault that came about in the course 
of shipment and we proceeded on that basis, but it developed, as I 
will show you, that the material was in that condition when it was in 
the plant. 

The Cuarrman. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Horr. When we unloaded the Warsaw bins, we especially noted 
the flatness of the foundation-ring sheets. The shoring was knocked 
down under the sheets in these two cars also. 

We called the attention of Mr. Floyd Stump, Hancock County bin 
inspector, and the local railroad freight agent, to the fact that the 
shoring was knocked down, and that the foundation-ring sheets were 
almost flat. 

I remarked to Stump that we would try to build bins with those 
flattened sheets, but I didn’t know whether I could or not. I made 
this remark to Stump in the presence of the railroad agent and Roland 
Abel. I told Stump that B. S. & B. would probably make a claim 
against the railroad for damage to the material. 

When we finished the Colusa bins, we sent the bin crews from there 
to Warsaw, where we had already started our top crews to buildin 
tops. At Warsaw, Ill., we tried building bins in two ways. We had 
some crews building bins by attaching the foundation rings to the 
bins and setting the bin down into the trench. Then we had other 
crews carefully dig trenches, leveling them with extraordinary care. 

At this bin site, we started the use of stakes to mark four points at 
the bottom of the trench, leaving the stakes in to be sure that the 
trench was made absolutely level. We used a sweep with a level 
fastened to it to assure that the trench was built round and level. 
We would assemble a foundation ring and lower it into the trench 
and we would use the sweep all the time we were tamping it in to 
attempt to get it round. But the foundation-ring sheets were so out 
of shape that with the utmost care, we couldn’t get the bin round. 
There were flat sections in the foundation-ring sheets. 
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Then where two sheets joined together there would be a sharp 
outward bulge. 

That is shown, Senator, in this photograph. The foundation ring 
is supposed to be round so that it will provide a correctly shaped base 
for the round grain bin, but we couldn’t make them round. You see, 
there is a point sticking out where the two foundation-ring sheets 
join together. 

The CHarrMANn. Let me ask you again, now, was that the fault 
of the fabrication, they had not been fabricated properly, or, again, 
was it a condition that developed in the course of shipment after they 
left the plant? 

Mr. Hurt. We believe it was the fault of fabrication, Senator. 

The CuatrMan. Do you have any more than just belief? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. The other contractors found theirs in the 
same condition, and we saw material in B. S. & B.’s plant in their 
stock that was exactly like this. 

The CuatrRMAN. Was that condition that you are discussing now, 
was that in conformity with the specifications for the material, or 
was it not in conformance? 

Mr. Hurr. It was not in conformity with the specifications for the 
material. 

The Cuataman. All right. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Chairman, I will abide by the wishes of 
the Chair. The witness has been reading for 25 minutes and 15 
minutes have passed since I asked him how long it would be. I have 
a time problem and I am wondering if I could ask some questions of 
the witness which could be incorporated in the record where pertinent 
later on. 

The Cuatrman. The Chair has indulged B. S. & B. folks to make 
any statement they care to, and I think this is not relevant and that 
is why at particular points I try to bring out the fact as to what the 
issue is here, not what happened in shipment. 

Mr. Hurr. That is right. 

The CuarrMan. But whether that material was manufactured, 
fabricated, according to the specifications; that is the real issue. 

Mr. Hurr. I think the rest of this information is relevant not only 
to me and my problem but to the Government’s problem of deter- 
mining what was the matter with the bins. 

The CHarrMAN. Proceed as rapidly as you can. 

Mr. Hurr, Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. The Chair has already broken an engagement he 
had for J o’clock. 

Mr. Hurr. I appreciate that. 

The Cuatrman. In order to finish the hearing. 

Mr. Hurr. All the time we were struggling with the out-of-round 
foundation rings at Warsaw, Mr. Stump was present. We went so 
far as to obtain heavy wire and turnbuckles, and tied across the 
foundation ring at several points with the wire and tried to pull 
them into shape with the turnbuckles. It helped, but took a con- 
siderable amount ot time, and still the foundation rings were not 
round, 

There is an example of the foundation ring, Senator. You will 
notice that it leans. It does not stand up straight to provide a firm 
foundation for the bin. 





238 GRAIN BINS—DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


We noted that the shape of the foundation ring at the bottom was 
different than it was at the top. You can see that in the photograph. 

The Cuartrman. The two pictures may be filed with the committee 
for reference. 

Mr. Hurr. The footing pad was made with too short a radius 
directly opposite to the flatness of the foundation-ring sheets at the 
top. Therefore, the foundation ring tended to be scalloped at the 
bottom and somewhat like a hexagon at the top. 

Now I would like to read a copy of a letter that my bonding com- 
pany gave me that concerns a contractor who had exactly the same 
difficulty. This is the Rolph Construction Co. of Luverne, Minn., 
to Mr. Elmer Howland, of the ASC office. 

The CuarrmMan. Can you not testify that they say they had the 
same difficulty and insert the letter in the record at this point without 
reading all of it? 

Mr. Horr. It is very brief. 

The CuarrMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Horr (reading): 

We should like to report the following fabrication errors in the Black, Sivalls & 
Bryson grain bins which we are erecting under contract No. 12-33-—401-3. 

We find a fabrication error in the foundation ring and footing pads, 
01-UDA-012. The footing pad has been prepunched at a radius smaller than 
the 9-foot radius of the bin. The curvature formed into the foundation ring, is 
larger than the radius of the bin. This condition is creating the need for a con- 
siderable amount of additional labor to bolt the two pieces together and is also 
creating an additional problem in bringing the completed foundation ring to a 
true radius. 

I am going to skip a paragraph about bolts. 

The Cuarrman. All right. The full letter may be filed with the 
committee. 

Mr. Hurr (continuing): 

We feel that it will be necessary to backcharge the manufacturer for the addi- 
tional labor and time expended on the items outlined above. To our knowledge a 
manufacturer’s representative has not called at our office or at any of the construc- 
tion sites. Please advise the action that you wish us, as the contractor, to take 
to correct the above situation. 

About this time we were having such trouble with the foundation 
rings that I went back to Kansas City, and Mr. Abel and I went out to 
Black, Sivalls & Bryson’s plant to talk to Mr. Purpus. Mr. Abel 
carried the ball in this conference. Mr. Purpus started out by com- 
panne that we weren’t making enough progress and complained 

itterly that he didn’t understand why I was having so much trouble 
when none of the other contractors were having trouble. 

Mr. Abel promptly insulted Purpus by making this remark, “Bud, 
what we need now is complete cooperation between B.S. & B. and 
Bert to get these bins up as good as possible and as quickly as possible. 
Let's face it, the material furnished by B.S. & B. isn’t the best in the 
world, and Bert’s organization may not be the best in the world, so 
let’s cooperate and see what is the best way to get the job done with the 
material furnished by B. S. & B. and with Bert’s organization.” 

We told Mr. Purpus we wanted to go out into the plant and see 
some of their foundation ring sheets in their stock. e saw those 
sheets in their stock and they were just as much out of shape as the 
sheets we had taken out of the cars in Illinois. The sheets didn’t 
have proper curvature and were warped. 
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We arranged to go back to the B. S. & B. plant the next morning 
and assemble a foundation ring setup out of material taken from their 
stock to see if it could be made into a round foundation suitable for 
a Government grain bin. 

The CuarrMan. B.S. & B. representatives, were they present? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

We assembled at the wooden platform to watch the demonstration. 
Present were Huff, Abel, Purpus, Kunert, McCool for a few minutes, 
and Earl Barnes, and a crew of workmen from the plant. Barnes had 
his men bring six foundation ring sheets out of stock and bolt them 
together on the wooden platform. When the foundation ring sheets 
were assembled we measured across the ring at several points with a 
steel tape and the diameter varied as much as 9 or 10 inches. Everyone 
present observed that the foundation ring was badly out of round. 

Kunert had the idea that they could pull the foundation ring round 
with a banding machine used to band heavy packing cases. Such a 
gadget was brought with a heavy steel band 14 inches wide and the 
workmen clamped the band around the circumference of the founda- 
tion ring as tightly as they dared. Then we measured across the ring 
with a steel tape and observed that the ring was still as much as 5% 
inches out of round. 

At this point, Kunert made this remark: ‘Hell, anyone knows you 
can’t make a perfectly round bin out of that material. The thing to 
do is to make as good a bin as you can and sell it to the Government.” 

Then Kunert began to describe how a jig or die could be used to 
make the foundation ring round. First he proposed a big wooden jig, 
18 feet in diameter, around which the foundation ring would be 
assembled. 

I suggested that such a big fixture would be almost impossible to 
use at the bin site and he described several other ways B.S. & B. 
could make a jig for making the foundation rings round. 

The CuarrmMan. Who is Kunert? 

Mr. Hurr. A man with Black, Sivalls & Bryson in charge of 
manufacturing. 

Finally, Kunert said all they teeded to furnish us would be a little 
die about 16 inches long to clamp on the top of the foundation ring 
sheet and this die would have a radius shorter than the correct 9-foot 
radius of the sheet. After bolting this die to the top of the sheet, 
we were to beat the sheet below the die with a sledgehammer and 
after the die was removed there would remain some curvature in the 
sheet. 

ature we went back to Mr. Purpus’ office, where it was agreed that 

& B. would furnish a die as described by Kunert and Purpus 
nsked if I could say what the cost would be of using this die to. reshape 
the foundation sheets. 

I told iim I had no idea, but that after we used it a while I could 
give him this extra cost. He instructed us to use the die on each 
foundation ring sheet from that time on. He agreed that B.S. & B. 
would reimburse me for our extra expense in reshaping the foundation 
ring sheets. 

It must be noted that this die was only to reshape the top of the 
foundation ring sheet. 

. Nothing was proposed to change the curvature of the bottom of the 
sheet. 
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Then we left Kansas City and went back to Illinois. Until the die 
arrived we kept our men busy digging trenches and building tops. 
We tried to keep our crews together in this way. A few crews con- 
tinued to build bins at Warsaw and began work at Carthage. 

A few days later, Tom Stanton, who is chief inspector for Black, 
Sivalls & Bryson, arrived at Carthage with the first die. At that bin 
site, we had crews building bins by hanging the foundation sheets on 
the bin and other crews tamping in foundation rings. Sometimes a 
crew of four men and a foreman would spend the better part of a day 
just tamping in a foundation ring and trying to get it round. 

When Stanton arrived with the first die, we used it on some of the 
foundation ring sheets. It was obvious right away that this little die 
was going to be too slow, and besides it didn’t fit, and Stanton said 
that we needed a longer die and that he would have one made up and 
sent to us. He said for us to keep on using the short die until the 
longer one reached us. Stanton left after a few hours and said he was 
going back to Kansas City. Stanton saw what trouble we were hav- 
ing with the out-of-round foundation rings and how we were setting 
stakes to level the bottom of each trench and using a sweep to assure 
that the trench was round and using the sweep when we tamped in the 
foundation ring. 

Also present at this time was Floyd Stump. As a matter of fact, 
Stump seldom left the bin site during working hours all the time we 
were working in Hancock County. He watched our efforts carefully, 
making an occasional suggestion, and seemed to sympathize with our 
troubles. 

From this time on we used the short die, No. 1, on all the founda- 
tion ring sheets until Stanton brought us die No. 2 at Blue Mound, 
Ill. Stanton brought the second die early in September and, inci- 
dentally, there was a difference between the two dies. Both dies 
wouldn’t fit on the same kind of sheets. Die No. 1 would fit the 
corrugation on the top of a sheet made to Government specifications 
but it would not fit the corrugation on the sheets actually furnished 
on this contract‘by B.S. & B. Die No. 2 would not fit a sheet made 
to Government specifications but very definitely did fit the sheets as 
furnished by B.S. & B. The second die was about 4 feet long and 4 
inches wide. This die was to be bolted to the top of the foundation 
sheet and again we were to beat curvature into the sheet with a 
sledgehammer. It was an improvement over the first die. 

While Stanton was at the Blue Mound bin site, Paul Clark was 
also there. He was the B.S. & B. engineer. Clark told us that he 
had returned from Minnesota and that the contractor up there had 
some trouble with the footing pads, and that he, the contractor, would 
lay the footing pad down and beat it with a board to flatten the cor- 
rugation in the pad and increase the radius of the pad. 

I told Clark we had some difficulty getting the footing pads at- 
tached to the flanged bottom of the foundation sheet but that two 
men could get it done. 

When the curvature of the footing pad matches the curvature of 
the foundation sheet, one man can attach the footing pad to the sheet. 

Since the principal trouble with the foundation sheets was that the 
sheets didn’t have enough curvature it was agreed that perhaps the 
short radius of the footing pad would help to pull some curvature into 
the foundation sheet. 
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Mr. Clark said he was supposed to visit several bin sites of other 
contractors who were erecting B. S. & B. bins in Illinois. He didn’t 
say why he was supposed to visit those particular bin sites, but I now 
believe it was because of complaints of these other contractors. 

Two of the bin sites Clark was to visit were Elkhart and Fancy 
Prairie where Evans Construction Co. was putting up bins. I agreed 
to take Clark in my car to visit these other sites since I wanted to see 
how they were getting along with the foundation rings. We went first 
to Elkhart. At that site they were tamping in the foundation rings 
first, then adding three rings, then setting the top and upper three 
rings to that. They didn’t seem to be having too much trouble in 
getting the sections of the bin together. We didn’t see them tamping 
any foundation rings but there were several rings already tamped in, 
ready for the bins to be built on them. 

I measured one and found it to be about 3 inches out of round. 
There were flattened sections in the foundation sheets, such as we 
had. 

Then we went to Fancy Prairie where we met and talked with one 
of Evans’ superintendents. This man complained to Clark about 
shortages of bolts, and the fact that originally B. S. & B. had furnished 
both %-inch and %¢«-inch nuts. He said that had messed them up 
because their sockets for their electric wrenches were all nine-six- 
teenths. 

Prior to this time, B. S. & B. had already furnished Evans %¢-inch 
nuts to take the place of the \-inch nuts. 

In talking to the superintendent, he told Clark that they had trouble 
with the footing pads but the side-wall sheets of the bins went together 
pretty good. They were assembling bins with a crane and actually 
it looked like a pretty costly operation. It developed later that due 
to the difficulty in attaching the footing pad sections to the foundation 
sheets Evans’ workmen had left the footing pads off of twenty-some- 
odd bins at Fancy Prairie and the bin inspector found it out and made 
them dig the bins up, attach the footing pads, and reset the bin. 

The CHatrMAN. Let me ask you, because the Chair wants to be 
patient, what does that have to do where a contractor would put in 
material wrong and had to dig it up? 

Mr. Hurr. They didn’t fit together, Senator. They couldn’t get 
them together because they didn’t match Government specifications. 

Senator Symineton. I wouldlike to say that the witness said it 
would take him 15 minutes to read this report and he has now had 
30 minutes. 

The CHatrMAn. The Chair does not feel like stopping the witness 
when he has been accused hereof a good many things, too. I think 
he should be given a chance. I realize that he has gone beyond his 
estimate. 

Senator Symineron. I fully agree with that. The Chair felt that 
the hearing was going to be over at noon and I have a very pressing 
personal problem. I would be glad to forego questioning the witness 
until we return, as far as I am concerned. 

Mr. Hurr. I might say that the notes I am referring to were made 
up some time ago and I am trying to leave out extraneous things now. 

Senator Symineron. I thought you said you wrote them last night. 

Mr. Hurr. All this material I assembled last night. 





242 GRAIN BINS—DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Senator Symincron. My administrative assistant said some of it, 
he felt, you made up last January. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair will give you a few more minutes. | 
am going to try to quit this at 1 o’clock. 

Mr. Horr. All right. Anyway, they had furnished the other 
contractor at that time the correct %¢-inch nuts. Later we had diffi- 
culty getting the bins accepted by the Government because of the 
half-inch nuts. 

We called the State ASC office and asked them if it was correct for 
us to use the half-inch nuts and they said they didn’t care, that B. S. 
& B. was responsible for not only fabricating but erecting it. If there 
was a difficulty, it was their problem. 

I called B.S. & B. and they said to stop using those nuts and use the 
correct ones. In other words, the nine-sixteenths nuts were the cor- 
rect nuts and the half-inch were incorrect nuts. 

We had an automatic ditching machine just the same as you heard 
in one of those reports that another contractor used and it dug a ve 
accurately round trench 6 inches wide. We dug some trenches with 
that and tried to assemble a foundation ring in the 6-inch trench. The 
footing pad is only 4 inches wide and it should go in a 6-inch trench. 
We had to dig all those trenches out to as much as 10 inches to get a 
4-inch pad in it because of its scalloped condition which certainly 
did not meet Government specifications. 

The Cuarrman. Can we not sum up your testimony to the effect 
that according to your contention, it was impossible for the contractor 
who erected them to erect them so that they would meet the design 
and the specifications called for by the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Hurr. That is correct, Senator. 

The Cuarrman. What part of the blame do you take in the erection 
of them? Did you make any mistakes? 

Mr. Horr. Yes, sir. 

The Cnarrman. Do you want to elaborate on those briefly? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir, I would like much to. 

The Cuatrman, All right. 

Mr. Hurr. As a matter of fact, I would like to tell you why I have 
been trying to get this thing resolved. 

The Department of Agriculture, as I have already advised you, 
has put me on notice that there are defects in all of the thousand 
bins that I erected last year, B. S. & B. bins. They have notified 
all the other contractors in Kansas, at least, and I believe that the 
General Counsel’s Office said they had notified every contractor that 
built B. S. & B. bins that the bins were defective. 

I would like to get the Department of Agriculture, and you may 
recall, Senator, I came to you in April or shortly thereafter and told 
you that I would like to get the Department of Agriculture to make 
a determination of my responsibility so we can do whatever is neces- 
sary to repair these bins and they will release our bonds and let us 
go away. 

The CuHarrman. All right. 

Mr. Hurr. I have contacted several people in the Government 
but I don’t presume to believe that I had any part in bringing on this 
hearing inasmuch as I understand that this committee has been 
investigating grain bins since August of last year and I didn’t approach 
you until April of this year, but I am very anxious that the Depart- 
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ment of Agriculture, not this committee—there have been many 
things, I imagine, brought into this hearing that shouldn’t have been 
here, but I am very anxious that the Department of Agriculture make 
a determination and make it as quickly as possible as to my respon- 
sibility. 

The CHarrman. All right, the Chair joins you in that. I would 
be anxious for them, too, and if they do that this committee will 
have less to do. But what I want you to testify to, if you have any 
further testimony, is to the defects in the fabrication that made these 
bins fail or indicate they were going to fail. Will you list those 
_. 9 eS ”? “aT 

Mr. Hurr. The most important thing is that the foundation rings 
aren’t as big as the foundation bins they are to be fastened to. When 
you fasten the bin sidewall to the foundation sheet you form a small 
bulge and when you fill the bin with grain it begins to crush down; 
that is the most important error, in my opinion. 

The CuarrMan. Is there any way to correct that in the erection? 

Mr. Hvurr. No, sir. 

The CuarrMan. So on that part of it, the responsibility is on the 
manufacturer in the fabricating of it? 

Mr. Hurr. I believe so. 

The CuarrMan. What part is your error? 

Mr. Hvurr. I have undoubtedly left some bolts loose or left some 
out or put sheets in the wrong place. 

The CuarrMan. Any questions? 

Senator Syminctron. Mr. Huff, are you an engineer? 

Mr. Hurr. No, sir. 

Senator Symrincron. How many people do you have in your 
organization? 

Mr. Hurr. Usually about a dozen, sir. 

Senator Symrncton. You were very friendly with this company up 
until August 1954? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir, I was. 

Senator Symincron. Then you had a falling out with them? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincron. Why do you think that their manufacturing 
suddenly became poor as against being good for over 63 years? 

Mr. Hurr. I think their inspection was at fault, Senator. 

Senator Symineron. The inspection suddenly fell apart, is that it? 
In the twenty-some years that you spent with them before you became 
an agent for them and got into this disagreement, presumably they 
were agood company. What happened to the inspection department? 

Mr. Hurr. I would like to correct something, Senator, if I may 
digress. You said “suddenly it is not a good company.” It is a good 
company. 

Senator Symrneron. I asked your opinion of it. 

Mr. Hurr. My opinion is it is a good company. 

Senator Symineton. Do you think its inspection department is 
good? 

Mr. Hurr. No 

Senator Symineton. When do you think it started getting bad? 

Mr. Hurr. When I had the experience with these bins. 

Senator Symineton. Did you erect bins in Kansas? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Symineton. How many? 

Mr. Hurr. 390. 

Senator Symincton. Did you make a profit on those bins? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir, $1,500. 

Senator Symineron. If you made a profit on those bins, how much 
did you get for the bins in Kansas? 

Mr. Hurr. $124. 

Senator Syminecron. How much for the bins in Illinois? 

Mr. Hurr. $200. 

Senator Symineton. Then you got over 65 percent more for the 
bins in Illinois, did you not? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symrneton. If you did not make a profit, or if you only 
made a profit in Kansas of $1,500, why did you take the contract in 
Illinois? 

Mr. Hurr. I expected to make some money. 

Senator Symrneton. But you lost money in Kansas, actually, did 
you not? 

Mr. Hurr. No, sir. I said I made $1,500. 

Senator Symrneton. In Kansas? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Syminetron. You say the material was defective in Kansas 
and that you took another contract in Illinois. Why? 

Mr. Hurr. The material in Kansas wasn’t nearly as bad as it was 
in Illinois. 

Senator Symincton. The material was getting worse, is that it? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes. 


Senator Symineton. You still wanted to go ahead with this com- 
pany in Illinois even though you ran into defective material in Kansas? 

Mr. Hurr. My Illinois material was much, much worse than it 
was in Kansas. 


’ 


Senator Symineton. Your statement shows that you lost $18,000 
on the bin contract in Illinois. As far as I can determine, your suit 
is for $85,000 in excessive costs; is that correct? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Is the difference between these two figures 
loss of profits? 

Mr. Hurr. It is what I should have made if the material was good. 

Senator Symineron. It is loss of profits? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. In other words, you figured on making 54 
percent net profit and that is what your suit is based on; is it not? 

Mr. Hurr. No; that is not correct. That $84,000 represents other 
things besides loss of profits in Illinois. 

Senator Symineron. Like what? 

Mr. Hurr. There were a number of other items included in that. 
I don’t have the brief here. 

Senator Symineron. You do not know what they were? 

Mr. Horr. I do not recall enough that I would want to put them 
in the record. 

Senator Symrneron. You cannot make a guess on 1 or 2 of them? 

Mr. Hurr. I would say about $64,000 of that was actual loss and 
loss of profits, so the majority of that was loss directly due to the bad 
material in Illinois. 
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Senator Symineton. So what you are suing for is not only the 
problems that you had, and they apparently had their problems, and 
you have already testified that you improperly constructed some of 
these bins, but also because of the loss of profits? 

Mr. Hurr. In addition, I am suing for fraud, because I contend 
that they knew before they shipped the Illinois bins that other con- 
tractors were having difficulties and that the Government was hav- 
ing difficulties. 

Senator SymineTton. Let us shift a bit to another line of question- 
ing. 

Did B.S. & B. agree to advance you money to meet your payroll 
during this contract? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincton. How much? 

Mr. Hurr. A maximum of $10,000. 

Senator Syminecron. How much total money did they advance 
vou to try to help you get your business going? 

Mr. Hvurr. I couldn’t say, sir. 

Senator SymMineton. Was it around $118,000? 

Mr. Hurr. Eventually; yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. How much was the total cost in Illinois? 

Mr. Hurr. I couldn’t say. 

Senator Symineton. You would not know that? 

Mr. Hurr. Those figures were prepared by a certified public ac- 
countant and our records are in Kansas City. As a matter of fact, 
apparently you have them from Black, Sivalls & Bryson. 

Senator Symineton. I see by a financial statement that I have 
here, which I will make a part of the record, that you owe the Gov- 
ernment withholding tax. Has this been paid? 

Mr. Hurr. No, sir. 

Senator Symincron. Is it true that on August 2, before you accepted 
the contract for bin erection, that you asked B. S. & B: to advance 
you a sum of approximately $50,000 to try to straighten out your 
financial troubles? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symrincton. What was the cause of those troubles? 

Mr. Hurr. I was building grain elevators and I was overextended. 
I had more than I could handle. 

Senator Symincton. How much business did you do from January 1 
to August 1, 1954, just approximately? 

Mr. Hurr. Perhaps half a million dollars. 

Senator Symincton. What were your profits on that business, if 
any? 

Mr. Hurr. I don’t imagine there were any. 

Senator Symincton. When you left this company you worked with 
this company for how many years? 

Mr. Hurr. Twenty and one-half years. 

Senator Symincton. And you left it when? 

Mr. Hurr. December 1, 1950. 

Senator Symincron. And you started your own company? 

Mr. Hvurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Syminctron. And you started a company to put these bins 
up in the field? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Symineron. It is pretty difficult sometimes to start a 
company and you say you are not an engineer yourself? 

Mr. Hurr. No, sir. 

Senator Symineron. How did you get your organization together? 

Mr. Hurr. I used engineers from Black, Sivalls & Bryson. 

Senator Symineron. You used their engineers? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. You mean they went on your payroll? 

Mr. Horr. | paid engineers to work nights for me and they did 
some engineering for me themselves. 

Senator Symineton. Let us get this straight. Did you hire the 
engineers from B. S. & B., or did they just work for you at night 
after they worked in the daytime, too, for the other company; is 
that it? 

Mr. Hurr. They worked for me at night after they worked for 
Black, Sivalls & Bryson, and Black, Sivalls & Bryson engineers 
worked for me some daytime. 

Senator Symineron. Did you actually have any leave B.S. & B. 
and go over to your company on the payroll? 

Mr. Hurr. I had one that did some work for me on contract. 

Senator Syminaton. We are talking about construction engineers. 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. I paid him so much for each job he designed. 

Senator Symineton. How could a man work in the daytime in 
Kansas City and then work at nighttime in Illinois? 

Mr. Hurr. No engineers were required on the Government bins in 
Illinois. 

Senator Symineton. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Hurr. There were no engineers required for the Government 
bins in Illinois. 

Senator Syminecton. I see. What did you do in the way of con- 
structing there? 

Mr. Horr. In Illinois? 

Senator SymincTon. Yes. 

Mr. Hurr. We had men that had worked for us previously on 
erecting Government grain bins and were experienced men. 

Senator Symineton. The testimony here, according to the B.S. & 
B. people, is that you have been contacting various Congressmen and 
newspaper people; is that correct? 

Mr. Hurr. That is. 

Senator Symrnetron. And that you have been talking against their 
company and its product. 

Mr. Hurr. No, sir, it isn’t. I have been urging that the Govern- 
ment make a rapid determination of who is at fault on these grain 
bins for which I am being held responsible. 

Senator Symincron. You say you are being held responsible. | 
have a balance sheet here which was furnished to me yesterday, and 
apparently was prepared by you and shows that you have $442,000 
of work in 6 different localities, and that you have cash in the bank of 
$358, job advance funds of $1,000, tools and equipment $5,000, and 
an automobile $2,000, considerably less than $10,000. Are those the 
total assets that you were handling these jobs on? 

Mr. Hurr. I had more assets at that time. I had more assets 
early last year. 
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Senator Symrncton. Why did you not express them on the balance 
sheet? 

Mr. Hurr. I said I had them before this time. 

Senator Symincton. What did you have before that time? 

Mr. Hurr. I had money in the bank amounting up to $10,000 and 
| had no outstanding obligations. 

Senator SymrneTton. So that you were handling $442,000 worth of 
work on around $20,000 investment in the company? 

Mr. Hurr. That is why I needed the financial assistance from 
Black, Sivalls & Bryson. 

Senator Symincton. From what I gather, this company gave you 
over $120,000 in advance in order to try to help you out. 

Mr. Hurr. No, sir, it isn’t. Those weren’t advances. I was to 
be paid as I got Government acceptance of grain bins and the accept- 
ances that I brought in, when I brought acceptances in, Black Sivalls 
& Bryson paid me on those. So that actually that isn’t an advance. 

Senator Symincton. Now, you have $28,900 due a bank here, so 
that your current liability is actually more than your total investment 
in the business at this particular time, is it not, considerably more? 

Mr. Hurr. That could very well be, because I got advances from 
a bank to build these construction jobs, in other words, construction 
loans. 

Senator Syminaton. We have here a statement from the president 
of this B. S. & B. Co. of which you were formerly an employee, and 
left them to go into business for yourself and are now suing them. 
His statement is that you went to Mr. Schiffman, the financial editor 
of the Kansas City Star, and broadcast and alleged improper work of 
B.S. & B.; is that correct? 

Mr. Hurr. No, sir. 

Senator Symineton. You never did that? 

Mr. Hurr. I didn’t go to Mr. Schiffman. 

Senator Symineton. Well, you told him; is that correct? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Where did you tell him? 

Mr. Hurr. In a dining room of the Traders National Bank in 
Kansas City. 

Senator Symineron. At that time you said that if you could 
collect your money from B.S. & B., which you felt they owed you, 
you could pay your debts; is that correct? 

Mr. Hurr. Possible. 

Senator Symincron. Anything is possible. Is it true? 

Mr. Hurr. I don’t know. 

Senator Symineton. Why not? You do not know whether you 
said it or not? 

Mr. Hurr. I don’t remember that statement. 

Senator Symineton. After this you had your attorney present 
some photographs to show that B. S. & B. were not making proper 
equipment; is that right? 

Mr. Hurr. I showed that the Government was having difficulty 
with B.S. & B. bins. 

Senator Symineron. And you felt that that was proper after the 
aid that they had given you going into business after you left the 
company. ould you say that you pretty well criticized their pro- 
duction? 
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Mr. Hurr. I certainly did criticize their production. 

Senator Syminetron. Did you tell Mr. Schiffman that this was a 
big story of scandalous proportions? 

Mr. Hurr. I did not. 

Senator Symineron. The statement that was made by the financia!| 
editor of the Kansas City Star is incorrect? 

Mr. Hurr. If he said that, it’s incorrect. 

Senator Symineton. We will get for the record that difference of 
opinion. Did you come down to Washington and interview, call on 
newspaper people to spread this story around about this problem? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Did you ever ask to appear before this com- 
mittee? 

Mr. Hurr. I talked to several Congressmen and when I read about 
the activities of this committee on the Pakistan elevator deal, I con- 
tacted Senator McClellan and told him about the grain-bin situation 
and that I was one of several contractors who were being held responsi- 
ble for these defective bins. 

Senator Syminetron. Well, you put up a bid, performance bid, and 
you had practically no assets at all, and you could not expect the 
Government to give you a performance bond based on this balance 
sheet, could you? 

Mr. Hurr. I couldn’t expect that, but my performance bond is 
still in effect until this is settled. 

Senator Symineron. If your total contract in this case is $120,000, 
what is the amount of your suit? 

Mr. Hurr. $289,000. 

Senator Symrneton. Suppose your cost was $122,000 and they paid 
that cost out in full, why do you think they should pay you this tre- 
mendous profit also? 

Mr. Hurr. Most of that, Senator, is damages and fraud. 

Senator Symrineton. You mean damages to your reputation? 

Mr. Hurr. To my business. 

Senator Symrnetron. Your business is just your name, you have 
no assets? 

Mr. Hurr. My name is good enough that Black, Sivalls & Bryson 
is operating under it. 

Senator Symineton. Do you think they have gone out to damage 
your name, or do you think you have gone out to damage theirs? 

Mr. Hurr. I think we have both been hurt. 

Senator Symineron. They have not asked you to pay them any- 
thing for the fact that you have conducted, apparently, a campaign 
for months against them. Why should they have to pay you in addi- 
tion to the cost which was $122,000 that they would fers to pay you 
over $100,000 more just because you do not like the material that they 
sent you? I used to be a businessman and I do not understand that 
part of it. 

Mr. Horr. That is part of my suit for fraud. 

Senator Symincton. What do you mean by “fraud’’? 

Mr. Hurr. I believe they knew at the time they shipped this ma- 
terial to Illinois that other contractors have found the material to be 
bad and the Government had complained to them along the same lines. 

Senator Symineron. You mean that they tried to deceive you? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Symineron. You had entrance to their plant if you had 
worked there for some 20 years. You could talk to their foremen and 
talk to people on their lathes and assemblymen and works manager, 
how could they deceive you? 

Mr. Hurr. When I went into their plant, I saw that the material 
in their plant was not good and did not meet Government specifica- 
tions. 

Senator Symineton. Why did you take it, then? 

Mr. Hurr. All of it was already shipped in to Illinois. 

Senator Syminetron. You mean it was shipped into Illinois and 
you went back there and saw it was bad? 

Mr. Hurr. I saw material left in their stock, left over from their 
shipment. 

Senator Symineron. Then what did you do? 

Mr. Hurr. I complained that it didn’t meet Government specifi- 
cations and they told me to take these dies that they would furnish 
and try to make it meet Government specifications. 

Senator Symincton. What did you do then? 

Mr. Hurr. I used the dies. 

Senator Symineron. What was the cost to you? 

Mr. Hurr. The cost for using the die was probably $12 to $15 a 
bin for actually using the die, but using the die didn’t solve the prob- 
lem. It didn’t make the bin round. It didn’t make it acceptable 
to the Government. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Huff, how much of the total obligation 
do you think you have for the next 5 or 6 years with the Department 
of Agriculture? 

Mr. Hurr. That is what I would like to find out. 

Senator Symineron. What is the amount of money in dollars and 
cents in performance bonds that they are holding? 

Mr. Hurr. $170,360. 

Senator SuMINGTON. $170,360? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincton. How much of that do you think you owe 
them? 

Mr. Hurr. I have no idea, but I would like to know. 

Senator Symington. Do you think you owe them any of it? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

— Symineton. And you think that B. S. & B. owes you how 
much? 

Mr. Hurr. I think they owe me the amount for which I have sued. 

Senator SyMINGTON. ich is how much? 

Mr. Hurr. $289,069.06. 

Senator Symineton. If you get that money, you can pay out your 
situation with respect to the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Hurr. That has no connection. 

Senator Symineton. No connection? 

Mr. Hurr. No connection whatsoever. 

Senator Symineron. If you got the money you would not use it to 
pay ie liability that you have with the Government? 

r. Hurr. Our liability will be taken care of by the bonding 
company whether I have the assets to do it or not, but the Department 
of Agriculture won’t tell either the bonding company or me what our 
obligation is. 
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Senator Symineton. Here is what I do not understand about the 
situation as far as you are concerned, Let us say this manufacturing 
company for which you worked for over 20 years did make some bad 
material, and I commend you for telling this committee that you put 
together some bad bins; that your erection was faulty. At the same 
time, you are suing them to make a very heavy profit from mistakes 
you say they made and mistakes you say you made? 

Mr. Hurr. I believe they could have corrected some of their 
mistakes, Senator. 

Senator Symineton. I believe you could, too. Maybe they feel 
that way. But in any case why should 1 of the 2 parties in difficulty 
pay a heavy profit to the other instead of just looking at it from the 
standpoint of covering costs? 

Mr. Hurr. I believe I have been defrauded because when the 
Government complained to B.S. & B., they didn’t improve the quality 
of their material. 

Senator Symineton. When the Government complained to B. S. & 
B., that resulted in your being defrauded? 

Mr. Hurr. B.S. & B. should have corrected their material because 
the Government complained before I even signed the contract. 

Senator SyminGron. If you get the money in this suit, are you going 
to pay it back to the Government or keep it? 

Mr. Hurr. I would pay the Government anything I owe them. 

Senator Symineron. Supposing you do not owe the Government 
anything, are you defending the Government’s position, or are you 
defending your position? 

Mr. Hurr. In my suit I am defending my position. 

Senator Symrneron. You are asking for $289,000 on a $122,000 job 
because you think you have been defrauded due to the Government’s 
having complained about B.S. & B.? 

Mr. Hurr. I have been defrauded because when the Government 
complained to B. S. & B. about the material they didn’t correct their 
errors. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Huff, I want to just ask one more brief 
line of questions. You heard the witness here testify that this is a 
corporation with 4,000 stockholders. As a result of these investiga. 
tions, the stock of this company and the assets of the stockholders 
have gone down millions of dollars and the president of that company 
feels that this entire investigation is primarily due to your desire to 
collect money and the campaign that you have conducted over the 
United States against this company for a good many months. 

What are your comments about that accusation? 

Mr, Hurr. My comment is that during the course of this investi- 
gation B. S. & B. stock has gone up $1.75 a share, it has not gone 
down. 

Senator Symrneton. The president of the company told me the 
stock was $22 a few weeks ago and now is around $17. There are 
half a million shares of stock and therefore it has gone down around 
$2.5 million? 

Mr. Hurr. Before this hearing started it was 16 and now it is 17.75. 

Senator Symineton. In other words, you think that your criticism 
of B. S. & B. Co. over the country has improved the value of its 
stock? 

Mr. Hurr. I certainly do not. 
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Senator Symineton. The more you criticize the company the 
higher the stock will go? 

Mr. Hurr. No, sir. 

Senator Syminecton. What is the point of your remark? What is 
the point of your saying that the stock has gone up? 

Mr. Hurr. I didn’t say that. During the course of these hearings 
instead of the stock going down, it has gone up, so I rather doubt 
these hearings have hurt Black, Sivalls & Bryson. 

Senator SyMineTon. Is it a fact that you have conducted a cam- 
paign with the staff of this committee and other Congressmen and 
newspaper people in an effort: to hurt B.S. &. B.? 

Mr. Hurr. No, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Have you talked to anybody about the faulty 
material they were putting out? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symrneton. Have you talked to any people in general 
about the faulty material they were putting out? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symrneron. Do you think that improved their position? 

Mr. Hurr. It improved the possibility of getting the Government 
to settle it. 

Senator Symrneton. It improved the possibility of getting the 
Government to settle it? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator SymineTon. In other words, you have been working against 
B. S. & B. in order to make the Department of Agriculture expedite 
their claims against you? 

Mr. Hurr. I haven’t been working to hurt B. S. & B.; I have been 
working to get the Department of Agriculture to make a determination 
as to who is responsible for making the defective bins which they 
say they have. 

Senator Symrneron. Mr. Huff, did you ever hear of the term 
disgruntled former employee’’? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir; I read it in the paper as having been used by 
Admiral Weaver not long ago. 

Senator Symrneton. I have no other questions, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to furnish this balance sheet which shows that it was 
prepared by Roland Abel and given to B.S. & B. 

The CuarrmMan. Let it be identified by Mr. Huff. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Chairman, I will ask him to identify it. 
[t shows a total business of $422,000 of which he has uncollected 
$103,000. It does not segregate the current assets from the fixed 
assets nor does it segregate the current liabilities from the fixed 
liabilities. However, it does show that this gentleman has cash in 
the bank of $358, has advance funds of $1,000, an automobile worth 
$2,000, and that the entire extent of his fixed assets for his business is 
$5,000, a round figure, or a total of $7,000 plus $1,000 plus about 
$8,500 of assets, both current and fixed. It also shows one liability 
to one bank of $28,943 and it shows an operating deficit of $75,686, 
It does not show that on the basis of an earning statement, so there is 
no price involved. 

Jould you identify this, Mr. Huff, and see if it is correct? 

Mr. Hurr. That is correct. 
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The Cuarrman. That will be made exhibit No. 31. 

(Exhibit No. 31 may be found in the files of the subcommittee.) 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Chairman, I have here a statement of the 
Huff Construction Co., dated October 11, 1954, summary of Illinois 
grain bin contract. It shows a loss of $18,500 on a total contract 
price of $200 for 610 bins or $122,000. It shows advances by B.S. & B. 
in order to help this man work out of his financial troubles of $118,075. 
I would like to point out to the Chair, respectfully, that this man is 
suing for $289,000 plus this campaign against the company, although 
the total contract price is $122,000. 

Now, Mr. Huff, will you identify this document as to whether it is 
correct? 

It is not a balance sheet or an earning statement, it is simply a re- 
cording of figures. 

If there are any figures on there that are wrong, if you will correct 
them before they go into the record. 

Mr. Hurr. I wouldn’t be able to correct them because they were 
made by a certified public accountant. That appears to be correct, 
however. 

Senator Symrneton. Was it your certified public accountant? 

Mr. Hurr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symrneron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMaAn. The witness says they appear to be correct. That 
may be made exhibit No. 32. 

(Exhibit No. 32 may be found in the files of the subcommittee.) 

The CuatrMan. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Symineton. No further questions. 


I would respectfully request the Chair that if the hearings are poing 
0 


to be terminated, that Mr. Lineberry, especially in view of his forth- 
rightness before the committee, be allowed to make an affidavit to be 
ee to the committee with respect to the testimony given by 

r. Huff. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair would like to make an announcement. 
First, I wish to thank you, Mr. Huff, for your appearance, and you 
may be excused. 

The Chair wishes to make this announcement. There are other 
witnesses that will have to be called, I think, before these hearings can 
be closed. I am not prepared at this time to set another date to re- 
sume the hearings and that is out of deference not only to the chair- 
man’s personal plans, but also the plans of the other members of the 
committee. We have remained over here after adjournment of Con- 
gress for 2 or 3 in order to accommodate these people involved in 
this controversy, but there will need to be some further testimony, I 
think, before the hearings can be finally closed. 

The Chair will announce that as soon as it can be arranged con- 
veniently for members of the committee, the staff, and others who 
are involved in the controversy, public hearings will be resumed at 
which time all statements may be answered and replied to. There 
has to be a cutoff point somewhere, and I felt that after Mr. Line- 
berry and his staff had testified and Mr. Huff here, that it was quite 

roper to invite them, if you desired to have his statement, that it 
Se made before we recessed the hearing, and that has been done. 
< = substantially both sides now have gotten their position in 
e record. 
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There are still matters involving Government agencies, their 
responsibility, that this committee shall want to look into. Again, 
it is not the function of the committee and the Chair is wholly in- 
different to a controversy as between individuals as to whether they 
owe any damages or owe an account or something else. 

This hearing will be resumed and pursued for the purpose of deter- 
mining whether the Government interest is involved, whether it has 
been protected or has not been protected, and what action should be 
taken to protect it if it has not been protected. 

The committee is in recess. 

(Senators present at recess: The chairman and Senator Symington.) 

(Whereupon, at 1:15 p. m., the committee recessed subject to the 
call of the Chair.) 





APPENDIX 


Exuisit No. 2 


DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy, 
InspectoR oF Navy MarTeRrIAt, 
Kansas City 6, Mo., July 11, 1956. 
From: M. A. Gibson, Inspection Director. 
To: Inspector of Naval Material, Kansas City. 
Via: Lt. Comdr. H. W. Sanders, United States Navy, Assistant for Material. 
Subject: Trip report of M. A. Gibson to bin erection sites in the States of Kansas, 
Iowa, and Illinois on June 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, 27, 28, and 29, 1955. 
Reference: (a) Chief of Naval Material letter M55-A/CGC:gg of June 15, 1955. 
Enclosure: (1) Résumé of Kansas sites visited on June 18, 19, and 20, 1955. 
(2) Résumé of Illinois sites visited June 27, 28, and 29, 1955. (3) Résumé of 
Iowa sites visited on June 22 and 23, 1955, and totals of all sites visited. 


1. Purpose of trip 


I was instructed by reference (a) to inspect grain bins erected by the C. E. 
Huff Construction Co. in Illinois and Kansas, to check unassembled bins at 
Webster City, Iowa, make a thorough inspection of foundation rings, particularly 
the corrugation at top of the rings and to take photos of significant observations. 


2. Significant personnel contacted 


Mr. George P. Wilson, county office manager, Webster City, Iowa, site; Mr. 
L. J. Ricke, grain bin supervisor, Webster City, Iowa; Mr. Duane Greenfield, 
erection supervisor; Mr. M. M. Angel, GS-7, Navy inspector, Kansas City in- 
spection branch. 


8. Narrative and discussion 


As instructed by reference (a), I visited a number of grain-bin erection sites. 
These visits were in addition to the one performed before my visit to Washington. 
Twenty sites were visited in the State of Kansas, with a total of 1,072 bins sur- 
veyed. Of these 1,072 bins, the C. E. Huff Construction Co. had erected 390. 
In the State of Iowa 6 sites were visited and 135 bins surveyed. In Illinois 
23 sites were visited and 675 bins were surveyed. This number in addition to the 
428 bins previously surveyed makes a total of 2,310. Enclosures 1, 2, and 3 
give a breakdown of the findings of this survey. In addition to the surveying 
and taking of pictures of erected bins, one set of footpads were selected at random 
in Webster City and assembled with the foundation ring sheets which were selected 
at random. In Illinois, Mr. Angel and myself were able to measure the same foot- 

ads, foundation ring sheets, and first ring sheet as detailed in Mr. Bernard F. 
craft’s report with exception of foundation pads 2 and 3 which were locked in 
1 of the quonsets. The bin sites where the C. E. Huff Co. erected bins in the 
State of Kansas were in the northwest corner, approximately 450 miles from 
Kansas City. It was considered advisable to visit other bin sites on the road to 
and from these sites. An additional stop was made in St. Marys, Kans., to 
photograph the poorly filled condition of site of bin No. 198408. Roll 1, picture 1, 
shows the settling of dirt next to the foundation ring inside the bin. Picture 2 
shows collapse of steel of first ring at the same spot of the dirt settling. Picture 
No. 3 shows settling of floor, one sheet length from picture No. 1. Picture 4 
shows the outside of bin opposite picture No. 1, with the dirt 11 inches down on 
the foundation ring. Picture No. 6 shows bin 198392 with outside dirt down 
11 inches; a good contour of the foundation ring on the same site. 

Glasgow, Kans.: 45 bins on this site, 25 of which I classified excellent, 10 good, 
10 fair. Picture No. 7 shows a typical view of the good foundation rings on this 
site. 

Beloit, Kans.: 30 bins were surveyed on this site, of which 5 were classified 
excellent, 18 good, 7 fair. Roll No. 2, picture 1, shows bin 198039 which is classi- 
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fied as fair with floor 3 inches from the wall. Inside diameters on this bin check 
out—17 feet 11% inches, 17 feet 9% inches, and 18 feet. 

Glen Elder, Kans.: 30 bins were surveyed on this site, of which 15 were classi- 
fied excellent, 12 good, 11 fair, 1 poor. Bin No. 197971 wheat had come out 
between kinks in the third and fourth rings. There were some foundations on 
this site exposed 14 inches, and are still in very good condition. There was a 
deformation of the second corrugation of the first sheet on bin 197795. These 
2 sheets measured with a micrometer 0.041 and 0.045. Allowing for plating thick- 
ness, it is considered that 20-gage sheets were used in the bottom ring in lieu of 
18 gage. 

Cawker City, Kans.: 45 bins were surveyed at this site, of which 10 were 
classified excellent, 31 good, 2 fair, 2 poor. Bin 197942 contained a sheet which 
had a flat corrugation two-thirds the length of the sheet. This sheet measured 
0.051. The bin was sealed so I was unable to check the inside for floor settling 
condition. 

Bogue, Kans.: 45 bins on this site, were all classified as excellent. Roll No. 2, 
picture No. 2, shows the excellent appearance of 2 rows of these bins. 

Hill City, Kans.: 15 bins at Hill City showed that they are in good condition, 
but need the bolts tightened. 

Studley, Kans.: 30 bins were surveyed at this site with 20 being classified as 
excellent, 7 good, 3 fair. The dirt at this site sloped. Fourdation sheets were 
exposed up to 18 inches. Roll No. 2, picture No. 3, shows 18 inches of exposed 
foundation rings with good contour. Roll 2, picture No. 4, shows the level placed 
at the same point as the previous picture. The circumference of the foundation 
ring of which the photograph was taken measured down 3 inches from the top, 
was 56 feet 444 inches. Measurement in the groove of the corrugation on the 
foundation ring was 56 feet 1 inch. 

Sequin, Kans.: 45 bins were surveyed at this site of which 10 were classified 
excellent, 26 good, 9 fair. The rivets were torn out of the door on bin 124139. 
It was noticed that grain (1 gallon) was on the ground between 2 bins. Appar- 
ently it was caused by a kink in the ring of bin 124129. 

Colby Kans.: 30 bins were surveyed, of which 10 were classified excellent, 
10 good, 10 fair. Vertical bolts on the foundation sheets were missing on bin 
208019. From the terrain it appeared that 12 foundation rings had been reset 
and the foundation rings straightened. Bolts were left in a loosened condition. 

Atwood, Kans.: C. E. Huff Construction Co. erections. One hundred and 
ninety-five bins were surveyed, of which 116 classified good, 75 fair, 4 poor. Bin 
No. 208398 was out of plumb. The foundation ring on the whole in this site 
appeared to be in good condition, but the workmanship above this point shows 
poor assembly, rough handling of material, assembly of parts without considera- 
tion of staggering of joints. Two bins on this site show the first and second ring 
joints are in alinement. There are 75 other bins on which the second sheet is 
staggered either 1 bolthole or 2 boltholes from the joint of the first sheet. The 
roof tie-down bars (27 per roof) are incorrectly placed, causing a buckling between 
the ridges. This is the first site at which this condition was noticed. Bolts are 
extremely loose on all bins. Roll 2, picture 5, shows the loose bolt at a key joint 
on bin 208297. Roll 2, picture 6, a battered sheet at the second ring on bin 208260. 
Roll 2, picture 7, battered sheet fourth ring, bin 208261. Roll 2, picture 8, bent 
roof sheets. Roll 2, picture 9, bin 208385, no joint offset. Roll 2, picture 10, 
bin 208220, no joint offset. Roll 2, picture 11, shows double row of bins. 

MeDonnell, Kans.: C. E. Huff, erectors. One hundred and ninety-five bins 
at this site, of which 154 classified good, 36 fair, 5 poor. All classifications of bins 
made with the understanding that loose bolts would be tightened before the 
classification applies. Same discrepancies in erection were noted on this site as 
noted on the Atwood site, with addition that there were a number of bins with 
the hinges broken and the doors twisted so that the rivets were pulled out. It 
had been previously reported that the welds welding the door bracket were break- 
ing in the welds. At this site, I noticed the door bracket broken, but no weld 
failures. Roll 3, picture 1, shows bins 208422, door hanger from which rivets 
had been forced out. Roll 3, picture 2, broken steel hanger at the bottom of the 
same door. Roll 3, picture 3, turned up floor inside same bin. Roll 3, pictures 4 
and 5, bin 208417, door hangers from which rivets had been wrenched. Roll 3, 
picture 6, bin 208425 out of plumb. Roll 3, picture 7, double row of bins. Roll 3, 
picture 8, rough handling of top ring. Roll 3, picture 10, bin 208365, shows floor 
3 inches from wall. Diameter at this point 18 feet % inch. 

Bird City, Kans.: 60 bins were erected at this site of which 59 were classified 
fair, 1 poor. This is the poorest group of any large group of bins that were sur- 
veyed. Survey shows vertical drift pinning on second and third rings. Bin 
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196770 has 27 bolts missing on the roof tie-down brackets and several others in 
this same group loose. This is the southwest bin of the site. Numerous other 
bins have bolts missing on the roof tie-down. Bin 196359 has a third ring sheet 
torn 1% inches. If the bolts were placed in the roof tie-downs, this group of 59 
bins which have been classified fair, would be classified excellent. Roll 3, picture 
11, shows foot pad at this site lying on an 8-foot arc with a 9-foot are behind. 
Picture 12 was taken from the other end of the foot pad showing it lying on the 
9-foot arc. 

Nocatur, Kans.: 22 of the wood bins which were manufactured in Independence, 
Kans., by the Welco Laminated Products were examined. These bins were on a 
concrete-slab foundation that appeared to be in good condition except for 1 bin 
which was out of plumb. 

Washington, Kans.: 30 bins were surveyed at this site: 20 classified excellent, 
7 good, 3 fair. Roll 4, picture 1, shows typical view of good foundation ring and 
first ring. Roll 4, picture 2, the joint of the foundation ring has a slight gap of 
one-half inch but not harmful. 

Hanover, Kans.: 60 bins surveyed at this site: 34 classified good, 19 fair, 7 
poor. A crew of CCC employees were working at this site, and they advised me 
that there were 3 or 4 bins in which the fire+ ring corrugation had collapsed. 
These sheets were checked on bin 208754. The measurements were 0.041, 
0.040, 0.043, 0.043. Bin 208755 collapsed sheets measured 0.041, 0.042. Bin 
208756 colla sheets measured 0.044, 0.042, and 0.040. All of these measure- 
ments fall within the 18-gage classification. Roll 4, pictures 3, and 4, show meas- 
urement being made of the thickness of sheets. 

Bremen, Kans.: 15 bins were surveyed at this site of which 8 were classified 
excellent, 6 good, 1 fair. Foundation rings were exposed up to 15 inches. 

Marysville, Kans.: 45 bins were surveyed at this site of which 17 were classified 
excellent, 25 good, and 3 fair. Roll 4, picture 5, shows the bulging in the Edwards 
Manufacturing Co., Cincinnati, aluminum bin No. 122988. The bulge is 2 inches 
and there was a large deformation in the foundation sheet. A number of notes 
were evident on 10 doors of the B. 8. & B. bins. These notes were undoubtedly 
placed there by the Department of Agriculture. These notes read as follows: 

1. Loose bolts in the roof. 

2. Loose bolts in the top. 

3. Loose roof clips. 

4. Loose bolts all around the top of roof. 

5. Hanger straps missing. 

There was no mention of anything wrong on the foundation rings. On the 
other sites visited, the information found was routine, mostly loose bolts and the 
conditions were as shown on the enclosure. 

On June 22, Mr. M. M. Angel and I inspected several sites (five sites of bins in 
Iowa). In addition, we visited the Webster City site. 

Stanton, Iowa: 40 bins were surveyed at this site, of which 13 were classified 
excellent, 23 good, and 4 fair. These bins in general appeared to be in very good 
condition, except for the vertical-drift pinning at the foundation ring and the first 
ring. This was the first site at which this condition had been noted. We found 
it typical of bins in the Iowa territory, and believe it was caused by assembling 
the complete bin (six rings and the roof) with the foundation ring. The damage 
is due to the foundation ring not being level. 

Heburn, Iowa: 15 bins were surveyed at this site, at which 8 were classified 
excellent, 7 good. Bin No. 163220 had the foundation ring exposed 20 inches. 
The curvature was still good. The diameter inside of bin No. 163222 was meas- 
ured at three points. The dimensions were 17 feet 11 inches, 17 feet 10% inches, 
17 feet 11 inches. The floor inside this bin was in excellent condition. 

Holstein, Iowa: 30 bins were surveyed on this site, of which 13 were classified 
excellent, 16 good, and 1 fair. This site is laid out on okt und, and had 
ro oy foundation rings, which measured 16 inches, 16% inches, 18% inches 
16% inches, 16% inches, 18 inches, and 18 inches. Regardless of this exposed 
area, the foundation rings appeared in excellent condition, as depicted on roll 4, 
picture 6. Vertical-drift pinning was also noticed on the foundation rings. In 
addition, we did notice one bin on which the drift pinning had torn horizontally 
approximately one-fourth inch. 

ins were also surveyed at Arthur and Galva, Iowa. These bins were above 
average in all respects, and the one thing worthy of note was the first ring being 
in line with the foundation rings. 

At Webster City, Iowa, Mr. George P. Wilson, county manager, was contacted 
and we were given permission to check some of the unerected grain bins which 
were being held in storage there. Mr. Wilson was advised that we wished to 
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make dimensional checks and assemble one set of footpads to the foundation 
sheets. Permission was secured by Mr. Wilson from Des Moines to allow us to 
proceed. Mr. Wilson was directed to mark the pieces that we used and to record 
exactly what we did. My notes were made available to Mr, Wilson when I 
finished my report. 

One set of foot pads and one set of foundation sheets were selected from the 
warehouse, removed to the yard in front of the building and assembled, These 
units were assembled with tools which I normally carry in the back of my car: 
2 end wrenches, 2 screwdrivers, 2 pairs of pliers, and a clawhammer. The as- 
sembly was made without any difficulties. The hammer was used twice. It was 
noted in the assembly in the 90° bend at the bottom of the leg that galvanizing 
from the hot-dip process tends to build up and to effect assembly under these 
conditions it is necessary to tighten the bolt at this point so that the boltholes 
in the flange part of the sheet fall into alinement. After placing all bolts in the 
foot pads in the foundation ring it was noted that the curvature of the foot pads 
was not continuous at the joints. Mr. Angel loosened a couple of bolts at each 
foot pad, pulled the foot pad into alinement with his hand and then tightened the 
nuts which held them 1n alinement, as shown on roll 5, pictures 1, 2, and 3. Due 
to the press of time, the other joints were not placed in this position. 

The diameter of the bin was checked with a steel tape after assembly. Any 
points that did not measure 18 feet could be easily moved to that dimension 
by a slight jerk on the foundation ring. Roll 4, pictures 7 and 8, and roll 5, picture 
1, show the curvature which resulted from the assembly of these parts. There 
were no restrictions, wires, stakes, or other means used to hold the bin into the 
curvature, as shown in these pictures. Two-by-fours and blocks were used to 
level the foot pads. Roll 4, picture 9 shows the level being used as a plumb, and 
a straight edge at a joint of the foundation ring. It is to be noted that the upper 
corrugation lacks approximately one-fourth inch of being out to the same diameter 
as the bottom sheet. 

Roll 4, picture 10 shows a typical joint of the foundation ring and the curvature 
of the upper corrugation. This assembly was made by staggering the joints of 
the foundation rings and the foot pads. Erection instructions that I have seen 
do not clearly cover this procedure, and it is to be noted that in our field trips we 
did find where this staggering was not done. The assembled foundation ring 
was checked for length on the outside edge of the top corrugation and measured 
56 feet 4% inches. In the valley of the corrugation the developed length was 
56 feet 1% inches. 

Roll 5, picture 5, shows the 6 foot pads removed from the assembly. Roll 5, 
picture 6, shows 1 foot pad lying on the 9-foot radius. This means of photography 
to show the are was used rather than the radius of the boltholes as we considered 
it more descriptive. 

Roll 5, picture 7, is another one of the 5 foot pads picked at random showing 
a slight diversion from the 9-foot radius. Roll 5, picture 8, is a foundation ring 
on a 9-foot radius. This sheet is off the radius at the center 1% inches. These 
sheets were very flexible, and if the sheet is picked up and held at both ends, the 
arc, when measured, would be less than 9 feet. he second foundation sheet 
measured off one-half inch in the center of the 9-foot arc. The third sheet has 
an 8-foot 6-inch arc; fourth sheet had 9-foot 6-inch arc, fifth had a 9-foot arc, 
and the sixth had a 9-foot 6-inch are. Regardless of the dimensions which these 
sheets had at time of measurement, they had formed a good contour, as depicted 
by the pictures. Roll 5, picture 9, shows the foundation sheet picked at random 
sitting on a 9-foot arc. This particular sheet happens to be the front sheet or 
door sheet. 

As we had been previously informed by the Department of Agriculture that 
the boltholes on the first to the sixth ring of the bins were not consistent in measure- 
ment thereby causing: considerable drift pinning and scalloping of bin faces. 
1 sheet was picked from each of the 4 piles of sheets in the warehouse and checked 
dimensionally for the bolthole spacing on the circumference holes. Dimensioning 
was conducted with a steel tape and dimensions are as follows: 


Sheet number Top Bottom 


9 feet 42542 inches 
--| 9 feet 41%6 inches- .- 
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It is considered that these dimensions are within the tolerance. 

Roll 5, picture 10, shows the tools used in the assembly and disassembly of the 
foot pad and foundation sheets. 

Mr. Duane Greenfield, who was introduced to me by Mr. George Wilson as a 
supervisor on the grain bin erection, advised that the Black, Sivalls & Bryson bins 
were erecting satisfactorily. He was not personally concerned with the assembly 
of the foot pads and the foundation rings, but the foreman of that operation was 
doing a very creditable job. As far as Mr. Greenfield was concerned, the only 
difference between Black, Sivalls & Bryson bins and other manufacturers’ bins 
being erected was that it took a little longer to set the foundation rings. Mr. 
Greenfield stated that the complete assembled six rings and the roof were attached 
to the foundation ring. 

Mr. George Wilson marked each sheet and foot pad that was used with his 
initials. I placed my initials adjacent to his. The parts of the assembly were 
all matchmarked so that in case of a dispute they may be reassembled in the same 
manner to check any statements made. 

On the 27th, 28th, and 29th of June Mr. M. M. Angel and myself visited bin 
sites in Illinois. We were particularly interested in the bin parts at Rochester, 
Ill., which were covered by Mr. Rernard F. Locraft’s report. 

We arrived at Rochester, Ill., at approximately 1500 and were given permission 
to check those bin parts which were located out of doors and had been examined 
and marked by Mr. Locraft. The foot pads No. 2 and 3 and one foundation sheet 
were in a quonset and not available. Roll 5, picture 11, shows the bottom edge 
of sheet No. 4 of the foundation. In checking the center-to-center hole spacing 
of the circumferential holes we were unable to secure the same measurements as 
shown in Mr. Locraft’s report. It is believed that this is due to the fact that this 
bin has been assembled and disassembled and the holes are out of round and also 
have burrs which protrude at the edges and preclude any precision measurements. 
Mr. Locraft gave the overall dimension from the top of the holes as 9 feet 45% inches. 
This dimension we did verify and it is correct to the accuracy that it is possible of 
measurement. 

Roll 6, picture 1 shows the top edge of the No. 4 foundation ring of Mr. Locraft’s 
report. Close examination of the picture shows the deformed holes and some of 
the burrs. Roll 6, picture 2 shows the holes at the bottom of the flange of sheet 
No. 1 of Mr. Locraft’s report. These pictures show a continuous arc. Roll 6, 
picture 3 shows pad No. 6, sheet No. 5 which has a 9-foot are. Sheet No. 5 
shows a continuous 9-foot arc and was used to show the continuous arc of the 
footpad. This picture shows that the footpad is off in the center 1% inches. 
Roll 6, pictures 4 and 5 show a continuous are through the footpads. The picture 
of these footpads was taken as that had been previously reported by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture that none of them was correct and the correct assembly was 
impossible. The are of the footpads No. 6 was checked and each hole measured 
individually, with the following results: 


Hole 1. 8 feet 11% inches. Hole 7. 8 feet 11!%6 inches. 
Hole 2. 8 feet 11% inches. Hole 8. 8 feet 111% inches. 
Hole 3. 9 feet. Hole 9. 8 feet 11% inches. 
Hole 4. 9 feet. Hole 10. 8 feet 115 inches. 
Hole 5. 8 feet 11% inches. Hole 11. 8 feet 11'\%¢ inches. 
Hole 6. 8 feet 11% inches. Hole 12. 8 feet 11% inches. 


Roll 6, picture 6 shows the corrugated top of the foundation sheet extended 
one-eighth inch past the outside edge. The measurement of the foundation sheets, 
center a center, of the top holes was as follows: Sheets 1 to 5 all measure 9 feet 
4% inches. 

Illiopolis, Ill.: 60 bins were surveyed at this site—6 were classified excellent, 
20 as good, 29 as fair, and 5 as poor. The five bins classified poor were so classified 
due to poor foundation rings and collapse of the first corrugated ring. 

Cornland, Ill.: 30 bins were surveyed on this site of which 9 were classified 
excellent, 10 good, 10 fair, and 1 poor. Bin No. 212860 has no asphalt on the 
bottom side of the floor. The grade of the inside floor of this bin is only 2 inches 
above the outside dirt level. 

Fancy Prairie, Ill.: 30 bins were surveyed on this site of which 11 were classified 
excellent, 5 good, 13 fair, and 1 poor. in No. 213048 has a crack between the 
foundation ring and the first ring. All bolts are loose in the foundation ring, the 
key bolts or joint bolts of the upper ring are also loose. No door chains have 
been placed on the bins at this site. 

Elkhart, [ll.: 30 bins were surveyed on this site of which 5 were classified ex- 
cellent, 11 good, 5 fair, and 9 poor. Roll 6, picture 7 shows bin No. 212817 and 





oe 


GRAIN BINS—-DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 259 


6 bolts which we removed from the joint of the first ring. This is the second 
joint clockwise from the door. These bolts were removed so that a photograph 
would show the tear caused by the sheets moving under load. This bin had been 
previously filled and emptied. The tear in the bolt holes is approximately one- 
half inch and the collapse of the second corrugation in the first ring is approxi- 
mately 1 inch. It is probable that the collapse was caused by the loose bolts 
allowing the bin to expand at the upper points while being held by the circum- 
ferential bolts at the bottom of the sheet. The floor inside the bin at this part 
had settled 2 to 3 inches; it is probable that this also contributed to the increase 
in pressure at this point. 

Broadwell, Ill.: 30 bins were surveyed on this site of which 11 were classified 
excellent, 11 good, 4 fair, and 4 poor. It was estimated that on this site over 50 
percent of the bolts were loose in the bins. On the row of bins next to the road 
the foundations were all classified as being poor while the back side of the site 
they were in excellent shape. This is hard to explain as being caused by manu- 
facturing conditions. 

New Holland, Ul.: This is a Huff site—60 bins were surveyed of which 15 were 
classified excellent, 33 good, 12 fair. Inside diameter of bin No. 213240 was 
checked and the following measurement recorded: 17 feet, 10% inches; 17 feet 
11% inehes; and 17 feet, 11 inches. Inside diameter of bin No. 213255 was 
checked and the following measurements recorded: 17 feet, 115g inches; 17 feet, 
1114 inches; 17 feet 10% inches; and 17 feet 10%4 inches. 

San Jose, [ll.: This is a Huff site—30 bins were surveyed on this site of which 
5 were classified excellent, 13 good, 11 fair, and 1 poor. Bin No. 213099 con- 
tained a collapsed sheet which measured 0.042. The foundation rings of approxi- 
mately half of the bins at this site appear to have been reworked. 

Minier, Ill.: This is a Huff site—45 bins were surveyed on this site of which 
34 were classified excellent, 5 good, 6 fair. It is to be understood that the classi- 
fication that has been placed on these bins has to do with their present shape and 
condition and all bolts would have to be retightened to continue their present 
condition. 

Hopedale, Ill.: This is a Huff site—30 bins were surveyed of which 14 were 
classified excellent, 7 good, 8 fair, and 1 poor. Bin No. 216189 contained a col- 
lapsed corrugation in the first ring. This sheet measured 0.042. 

Lomax, Ill: This is a Huff site—30 bins were surveyed on this site of which 
none were Classified excellent, 17 good, 13 fair. The assembly of the bins at this 
site was not done in a workmanlike manner. There were joints pulled in toward 
the center which gave a scalloped effect, and some of the top ring sheets were 
damaged by rough handling. 

Colusa, [ll.: This is a Huff site—45 bins were surveyed on this site of which 
14 were classified excellent, 8 good, 20 fair, 3 poor. All bins at this site are now 
empty but have the appearance of having been filled. Bin No. 217039 has two 
sheets collapsed. These collapsed sheets measure 0.043 and 0.045. Bin No. 
217040 has one sheet collapsed which measured 0.043. 

Carthage, Ill.: This is a Huff site—15 bins were surveyed on this site of which 
1 was classified excellent, 5. good, 8 fair, 1 poor. All of the bins at this site were 
empty and no seals were on the doors. ‘This allowed us to examine the inside 
floors of a greater portion of the bins than at any of the other sites. It was 
noted that most of the floors are below the top of the foundation ring. It was 
noted that one floor was 5 inches below the top of the foundation ring. The bins 
at this site appeared to have been reworked but they still contain numerous loose 
bolts most of which were on the foundation ring. It was also noticed that vertical 
drift pinning had been done on the foundation ring of bin No. 216971. From its 
appearance it is assumed that one sheet had been replaced in the first ring and 
this new sheet was placed in the botton ring measured 0.041. The sheet that 
had been placed on the first ring was marked “91-UDA-005.”. This marking 
is for a fourth or fifth grade. Door chains were missing from some of the bins. 
It was also noted that vertical drift pinning had been done on holes so that the 
upper part of the bin could be plumb as undoubtedly the footing was not level. 
The corrugation at the joint had been stretched to 3% inches. 

Warsaw, Ill.: This is a Huff site—30 bins were surveyed on this site of which 
4 were classified excellent, 11 good, 9 fair and 6 poor. The bins on this site were 
arranged on terraces. Bin No. 216981 contained four first ring sheets which had 
collapsed at the second corrugation. These sheets measured 0.045, 0.045, 0.041, 
and 0.042. All four sheets are marked on the inside “91-UDA-004.” The 
marking is correct for the placement. This is undoubtedly a factory error. 
Bin No. 216980 has 3 sheets collapsed and they measure 0.045, 0.044, and 0.040, 
These sheets are marked on the inside “91-UDA-004.” 
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On the other sites visited the information found was routine. Loose bolts 
were encountered on all sites. Some of these bolts we were able to tighten. Five 
complete turns were needed before a good torque was reached on one bolt. 


1. Conclusions 


A total of 2,310 bins was surveyed in the States of Kansas, Illinois, and Iowa. 
Of this number, 1,622 were filled. We were unable to record the number that 
had been filled and emptied; 644 bins were classified as excellent, 971 good, 625 
fair, and 70 poor. In percentage this is 27.88 excellent, 43.03 good, 27.06 fair, 
and 3.03 poor. A listing of the main discrepancies found is as follows: 

1. Loose bolts: The bins are expanding when filled to the maximum tolerance 
(three-sixteenths inch each joint) in the boltholes and in some cases the load is 
tearing the boltholes. 

2. Collapse of the second corrugation in the first ring sheets. 

(a) 20 gage sheets in the bottom ring where 18 gage should have been used. 

(6) Collapsed sheets which were 18 gage in thickness on the first ring from 
the bending action, felt weak in tensile strength. This was a condition which I 
was unable to investigate conclusively. 

7 : Numerous bins had foundation rings out of ground, none as much as 20 
inches. 

4. Numerous bins on the last contract have side sheets in which corrosive action 
has taken place. In some instances this has been caused by an abrasive action, 
possibly by the erection crew. In the other cases where abrasive action cannot be 
considered as a contributing factor, this action possibly took place at the Black, 
Sivalls & Bryson plant in Kansas City while in storage. 

5. Numerous bins show damage of the sheets, apparently from rough handling 
in erection. 

6. Bolts were not placed in holes which were in alinement, and on other bins 
where the holes could be lined up and bolts placed in the holes, this was not done. 

7. Sites were not terraced properly so that the foundation rings could be placed 
in the ground at the correct level. 

8. Footpads were not placed level and due to the unprescribed method of 
erection, it was necessary to vertically drift the holes to assemble the bin. 

9. Some bins were erected off of plumb up to the second and third ring, then 
to plumb the top of the bin the corrugations at the joint were brought closer 
together on one side. Corrugations were measured which were only 1 inch apart. 
The normal spacing is 2.66 inches. 

10. The level of the floor was placed too close to the level of the outside terrain. 

11. Foundation rings were not placed in the ground as shown by the erection 
instructions, which called for the location and tamping at 4 points then sweeping, 
and tamping the remainder of outside into an arc. 

12. Foundation rings and footpads were found which did not have the correct 
arc and others were found which did have the correct arc. 

13. Bins on the two C. E. Huff Construction Co. sites in Kansas were found 
which did not have the side rings staggered correctly. 

14. Roof brackets were not assembled correctly at the C. E. Huff Construc- 
tion Co. sites in Kansas. 

15. Bolts were left out of roof brackets. 

16. Door chains were not attached to the bins. 

17. Roof ladders were not assembled properly. 

18. At some sites in Illinois where the arandiiien ring was exposed to a great 
depth (up to 20 inches) we were able to observe that footpads were not s 
under foundation sheets, bolts were not in foundation sheet at the bottom of the 
leg and bolts at edge of flange of footpads are not in place. 

19. The condition of first ring extending over the foundation ring was observed 
in three other manufacturers’ bins which were purchased in previous years. 

20. Although we verified that some foundation rings and foot were not 
in the correct are (no tolerance shown on drawing), it is possible to readily assem- 
ble the parts in the field without special tools. 
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21. Outside doors have been torn off of the brackets and in some cases metal 
door brackets were broken. 

22. Numerous Perfection-type bins erected in Kansas have the washer and 
heads of the bolts on the inside of the bins. 

From the above conclusions it is apparent that all manner of incorrect erection 
procedures and poor workmanship went into the assembly of the bins in the 
field, and this, coupled with the 20 gage sheet being used where drawings call for 
18 gage, has caused the unsatisfactory report on the erected bins. 


5. Recommendations 

I recommend that: 

1. All bolts be tightened on the bins while in an empty condition; if bulges have 
occurred at the first ring, the bolts should be loosed at this point and the bins 
contracted to minimum diameter before the bolts are retightened. 

2. Missing bolts should be replaced. 

3. Where sheets are not staggered properly at the joints, this condition should 
be corrected. 

4. Where the first ring overhangs the foundation ring more than 1 inch, the 
foundation ring should be removed and reset in a circular manner. 

5. All bins in which the bolt heads are on the inside be reversed. 

6. Where corrosive action has affected the galvanizing, these sheets should be 
replaced or cleared and then covered with a zinc coat paint. 

7. The 8 inches minimum floor level above outside terrain be established. 

8. Missing door chains be attached to the bins. 


9. The roofs which are buckled should be corrected. 
GIBsON. 


M. A. 
H. W. SANnDERs. 
D. A, Hennine. 
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Inspected Filled Excellent Good 


Kansas: 
ee ae 45 f 25 | 
Beloit cee eeacatipes 30 ‘ 5 
‘sd 30 2 15 | 
Cawker City rs 45 5 10 
Bogue...... 45 33 45 
Hill City... 15 § Lasts 
Morland 30 5 29 
Studley 30 f 20 
Hoxie 45 < 
Seguin _- . 45 } 10 
Colby... 30 2 10 
Atwood . 195 rs 
McDonald... 
Bird City 
Nocautor !__. 
Washington-. 
Hanover 
Bremen 
Herkimer 
Marysville 
Home 





Total. as , 07: 696 





Illinois | 

Illiopalis we ; 60 | 
Cornland Su diated d 25 
Fancy Prairie_....---. : < 20 | 
Elkhart__. - 3 17 
Broad well eibewbe < 14 
Burtonview ; f 45 
New Holland ?____..._--- 34 
Martsburg__. sli ¢ 30 
San Jose ?_. : é 22 
Delavan 2 Cites 30 
Armington 2 ioe 13 
ae | 

Hopedale 2__ 

Green Valley 2_. 

Tremont? sina 

Washington ?__. 

Media 2__ : 

Rm ea a 

Colusa 2... 

Carthage 2__ 

Warsaw 2 

Colchester ?___ 

Rushville ?___....- 





Total 








Iowa: 
i nethactedsote 
Koburn.__- ; 
es od 
Holstein ____...._-- 
Arthur__.....-- 











All States: 


ee i i 


686 | 
Illinois ; 375 440 
SN enim cme d 87 


1, 622 
Percent apined 70. 2 


— 


a on 








1 Wooden bins. 
2 Huff erected bins. 
3 All bins now empty but appear to have held grain. 


ee ae ae 
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Exurisit No. 3 


Information regarding B. S. & B. bins—Kansas 


Bins containing Number of bins bulg- 
grain on May 1 ing or squashing | 
| Number of | ton ke DEAE OR ol Number 
: B. 8. & B. | of empty 
Bin site binson | | Reported | Found by bins 

site by counties |Becraft and| May 1 

Mar. 1to | Chapman | 
Apr. 10 |July1to12| 


| | 
Waterville | 

Barnes | 30 | | | 
EE BE bkis nainnaantaesawiekraee | : | | | 
Bate tins actndcweedunsine | 
Clay Center, West 
Ce CE, TENN inc cers. canonical 
Wamego 
St. Marys 
Tonganoxie 
Centerville 
Pleasanton 








onouorosntNOon* P 


R 

















336 is 84.8 percent of 396. 
336 is 78.5 percent of 428, : 
WENDELL BEcRAFT, 


State Administrative Officer. 


Exuipit No. 4 
JuLy 29, 1955. 


Information regarding B. S. & B. bins—Kansas 


Bins containing Number of bins bulg- 
grain on May 1 ing or squashing 
Number 
‘ - 5. & B. | of empty 
Bin site Reported Found by bins 
bs y counties} Becraft and} May 1 
Part full | “Mar. 1 to | Chapman 
Apr. 10 July 28 








45 
30 
Glen Elder 30 
Cawker City 45 
Bogue - - -- 45 


Hill City__-. 13 
30 


45 
30 


13 
| 7 
210 


18 
13 
10 
12 
12 

5 

: 


MeDonald_...--. Se ee ee 180 
60 
Hanover 60 
Washington 30 
BretMelh.... -.- 12-5 -n8sd-dvenes~ dthureia 15 
Marysville a 45 | 


913 | 419 


NOW PSCOCNOCKHN CH NH N&OG 





I 
-— 








165 4 463 


Total number bins on sites inspected by Becraft and Chapman on July 28, 240. 

Total number bins full and partly full on sites inspected by Becraft and Chap- 
man on July 28, 232. 

214 is 92.2 percent of 232. 


214 is 89.1 percent of 240. 
WENDELL BeEcrart, 


State Administrative Officer 
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Exursit No. 5 


Commopity SraBitizaTion Service, 
Grain Drviston, 
July 6, 1954. 
INSMAT, 
911 Walnut Street, Kansas City 6, Mo. 

Dear Sir: It is requested that your office make inspection of the materials 
described in the enclosed papers which relate to contract GR-(P)-3 with Black, 
Sivalls & Bryson, Ine., of Kansas City, for 4,460 standard steel bins. The 
papers, supplied in duplicate are: 

1, Announcement GR-278 together with United States Department of Agri- 
culture err and drawings for standard steel bin (serial No. 3323). 

2. B. 5. & B. looseleaf binder labeled “3,250-Bushel Grain Bin—No. 3323 
Government Standard Bin.” 

3. Our one wire of July 1. 
4. B. 8. & B. wire confirming our acceptance. 

Origin shipping point is Kansas City, Mo. 

Contractor will notify you when material is ready for inspection and provisions 
of announcement GR-278, III 3, will apply. 

Shipping inspection including checkloading and checking to insure delivery 
of satisfactory material is desired. 

Administrative questions under this operation may be referred to Marvin L. 
McLain, Director, Grain Division, Commodity Stabilization Service, United 
States Department of Agriculture, South Building, Washington 25, D. C. (tele- 
phone REpublic 7-4142, extension 4835). 

Inspection expense vouchers should be forwarded to administrative officer, 
Grain Division, Commodity Stabilization Service, United States Department 
of Agriculture, Washington 25, D, C. The applicable appropriation number is 
5-1-1-27. 

Very truly yours, 
Cuas. B. Hows, 
Chief, Commodity Storage and Maintenance Branch. 


Exurisit No. 6 


Commopity STABILIZATION SERVICE, 
Grain Division, 
April 22, 1954. 
BAR, ; 
c/o Weetinibowte Electric Corp., 
Post Office Box 288, Kansas City, Mo. 

Dear Sir: It is requested that you make inspection of the materials described 
in the enclosed papers which relate to two contracts with Black, Sivalls & Bryson, 
Inc., of 7500 East 12th Street, Kansas City, Mo. The papers—submitted in 
duplicate—are: 


Contract Alpm (Ff)-30396 

1. Announcement GR-270 including United States Department of Agriculture 
April 1954 specifications, standard bin and drawings No. 3323, sheets 1 and 2 
revised April 7, 1954, sheets 3 and 4 dated April 1954. 

2. Contractor’s proposal labeled “B. 8. & B. Perfection 3,300-bushel Corrugated 
Galvanized Bin’ containing all the items listed in our acceptance wire as his offer 
except for the offer form. 

3. Our acceptance wire dated April 16. 

4. Contractor’s confirmation wires dated April 19 and April 20. 


Contract Alpm (Ff)-—30397 

1. Announcement GR-270 including United States Department of Agriculture 
April 1954 specifications, standard bin, and drawings No. 3323, sheets 1 and 2 
revised April 7, 1954, and sheets 3 and 4 dated April 1954. 

2. Contractor’s proposal labeled “United States Department of Agriculture 
No. 3323, 3,250-bushel Corrugated Galvanized Bin’’ and containing all the items 
listed in our wire of acceptance as part of the offer except the offer form. 

3. Our acceptance wire dated April 16. 
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4. Contractor’s confirmation wire dated April 19. 

Origin shipping point is Kansas City, Mo. 

Contractor will notify you when material is ready for inspection and provisions 
of announcement GR-270, III3, will apply. 

Shipping inspection including checkloading and checking to ensure delivery of 
satisfactory material is desired. 

Administrative questions under this operation may be referred to Marvin L. 
McLain, Director, Grain Division, Commodity Stabilization Service, United States 
Department of Agriculture, South Building, Washington 25, D. C. (telephone 
REpublic 7—4142, extension 4835). 

Inspection expense vouchers should be forwarded to Administrative Officer, 
Grain Division, Commodity Stabilization Service, United States Department of 
Agriculture, Washington 25, D. C. 

Very truly yours, 
A. M. Cummings, 
Chief, Commodity Storage and Maintenance Branch. 


Exursir No. 7 


Unirep States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Commopiry STaBiLizaTION SERVICE, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 27, 1956. 
Hon. Jonn L. McCuieuan, 
Chairman, Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations. 


Dear Senator McCuie.uan: In accordance with a request of Mr. Duffy of 
your subcommittee staff, we are transmitting in this letter summary data with 
respect to the 1954 grain storage structure contracts entered into by Commodity 
Credit Corporation with Black, Sivalls & Bryson, Inc., Kansas City, Mo., and 
with Lloyd R. Reeve, Inc., Los Angeles, Calif. 

In the year 1954 one Kansas City firm—Black, Sivalls & Bryson, Inc.—sold 
8,960 steel bins to the CCC. These bins were sold to the Government under three 
separate contracts and the money paid by the Government for these structures 
was $4,887,020. The following are some of the pertinent facts relative to these 
three contracts: 


GR 270—Announcement by the Department of Agriculture of the CCC’s desire to 
purchase grain bin storage facilities, dated Mar. 29, 1954 


Contract No. ALPM (Ff) 30396: CCC accepts Apr. 16 B. S. & B. 
offer dated Apr. 7, 1954, to sell 900 perfection bins (manufacturer’s 
own design approved by Department of Agriculture engineers). 
Delivery date originally May 15, extended to June 1, 1954. 


Amount Federal Government paid for these 900 bins $519, 282 
Contract No. ALPM (Ff) 30397: CCC accepts on Apr. 16 B.S. & B. 

offer dated Apr. 7, 1954, to sell 3,600 standard bins. Delivery date 

May 15, 1954. 
Amount Federal Government paid for these 3,600 bins 2, 081, 988 


Total amount of money paid by the Government to B. 8. & B. 
for these two contracts is 2, 601, 270 


GR 278—Announcement by the Department of Agriculture of the CCC’s desire to 
purchase grain bin storage facilities dated June 14, 1954 


Contract No. GR-(P)-3: CCC accepts on July 1, B. 8S. & B. offer 
dated June 24, 1954, to sell 4,460 standard bins. Delivery date by 
July 31, 1954. 
Amount Federal Government paid for these 4,460 bins $2, 285, 750 
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1954 purchase of wooden grain bins from Lloyd R. Reeve, Inc., 1150 Wilshire Blvd., 
Los Angeles 17, Calif. 

Announcement dated ian Sblilsn Mths & bmewae gti niie Mar, 29, 1954 

Bid dated se Apr. 9, 1954 (for 1,200 bins) 

Conditional acceptance wire dated. _____ ioe eae April 16 (for 540 bins) 

Confirmation dated Apr. 19, 1955 

Bins purchased 

Unit price - -.- 

Total contract price 

Bins were erected in States as follows: 
Montana 35 
North Dakota 245 
Minnesota 105 
Nn ie thik tiple tp we een cee bh och ents Min ime Ae Whaat d 130 
Colorado 25 


540 
$387, 473. 55 


1 F, o. b. origin shipping point price, Under separate erection contracts this contractor agreed to erect 
535 bins at $724.25 per bin. 


If additional data are desired with respect to these contracts, we shall be 
pleased to supply it. 
Sincerely yours, 
Marvin L. McLarn, 
Director, Grain Division. 


Exuisitr No. 8 
Announcement GR-270 
Docket UC Y-149a 
Unitep States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
CommMopitry CREDIT CORPORATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 29, 1954. 


TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR PURCHASE OF GRAIN STORAGE STRUCTURES 


The United States Departrrent of Agriculture announces that the Commodity 
Credit Corporation (hereinafter referred to as CCC) will receive offers for grain 
storage structures as specified in this announcement GR-270. 

Whenever purchases of grain storage structures are made by CCC the terms 
and conditions of this announcerent may be incorporated in whole or in part by 
reference in subsequent announcements inviting offers and when so incorporated 
shall becorre a part of the purchase contract. 

Offers for approximately 100 million bushels of storage capacity are invited, of 
which the largest possible portion is desired to consist of the smaller structures 
with capacities not to exceed 3,300 bushels. Early delivery is desired with the 
largest. possible portion of the total invited to be delivered or on before May 15, 
1954, and the rey aining portion to be delivered on or before May 31, 1954. Any 
structures purchased under this announcement may be shipped by CCC to local 
»0ints within any or all of the following States: Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, 
Seomaahs Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South 
Dakota, and Wisconsin. 

I. GENERAL PROVISIONS 


In submitting an offer, the provisions of this announcement shall become a 
part of the offer and upon acceptance by CCC the offer and acceptance shall con- 
stitute a valid and binding contract between the offerer (hereinafter referred to as 
the manufacturer) and CCC. Paragraph headings are for reference only and do 
not define or limit the terms and conditions of this announcement. 

1. CCC reserves the right to reject in whole or in part any or all offers. 

2. How to submit an offer: 

(a) All offers must be directed to: Agriculture, Washington; Director, 
Grain Division, Commodity Stabilization Service United States Department 
of Agriculture, room 3081, South Building, W ashington 25, D. C.; and 

(b) Envy elopes in which offers are submitted must bear in the lower left 
hand corner the notation, “Offer under announcement GR-270.” 

(c) Offers delivered by hand must be received in room 3081, at the address 
specified above not later than 5 p. m. e, s, t., April 9, 1945. 
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(d) Offers received by mail must be postmarked not later than 5 p. m 
April 9, 1954. 

(e) Offers received after the time specified above may be considered only 
if in the interests of the Government and not prejudicial to the other offererss 

(f) Offers may be on any or all of the following specifications and all such 
specifications are included in and become part of this announcement GR-270: 

1. USDA May 1953 specifications-cylindrical metal grain bin, drawing 
serial No. 3323, April 1954, hereinafter referred to as standard bin. 

2. Manufacturer’s own design based on USDA April 1954 General 
Specifications, farm type grain storage structures (manufacturer’s own 
design), hereinafter referred to as farm-type structures. 

3. Manufacturer’s own design based on USDA April 1954 general 
specifications, intermediate grain storage structures (manufacturer’s own 
design) hereinafter referred to as intermediate structures. 

4. Manufacturer’s own design based on USDA April 1954 general 
specifications, 40 foot by 100 foot grain storage structures (manu- 
facturer’s own design), hereinafter referred to as large flat structures. 

Minor deviations of the above-mentioned specifications may be offered but 
shall be specifically enumerated and identified as such. 

As used herein, the term “‘structure(s)”’ refers to any or all of the following 
types farm type structures, standard bins, intermediate structures, and large 
flat structures. 

Detailed drawings and specifications, each fully identified by manufacturer’s 
name, title, drawing No., sheet No., date, etc., must be submitted with each 
offer of farm type structures, intermediate structures and large flat structures. 
The engineering aspects of the manufacturer’s specifications and drawings will 
be reviewed by CCC’s engineering staff but only the contracting officer is author- 
ized to bind CCC. 

3. Offers will be considered on the basis of manufacturer’s price per structure 
f. o. b. origin shipping point, together with rail freight to destination and the 
erection cost. Offers submitted without such information will not be considered. 
Size of structure offered and early delivery also will be considered in making 
awards. Offers may be considered, at CCC option, either for all types as a group, 
for farm type structures as one group and all other offers as another, or for any 
other combination thereof. 

4. Offers shall be subject to acceptance by CCC, in whole or in part, by telegram 
filed in Washington, D. C. 

5. The offer shall specify the discount to be allowed CCC for payment by check 
dated within the time specified as follows:——— percent within 10 days: —— per- 
cent within 20 days: vercent within 30 days. The time for computing dis- 
counts shell begin on the day the Chicago CSS Commodity Office receives from 
the manufacturer a properly executed and documented invoice. 

6. Refer questions concerning this announcement to Mr. C. B. Howe, Grain 
Division, at the address specified in paragraph 2 (a) of this section, telephone 
Republic 7—4142, extension 4647. Questions relating to payments under a 
contract shall be referred to the Chicago Commodity Stabilization Service 
Commodity Office, 623 South Wabash Avenue, Chicago 5, Ill. 


Il, THE OFFER 


1. Offers must be submitted in a sealed envelope and on the offer form attached 
to this announcement or on a reproduction thereof. Offers on other forms will not 
be considered except at the election of CCC. Alterations in the text of the offer 
form or omissions of required material or failure to complete an offer may be 
cause for setting aside such offer. 

2. For USDA standard bin four executed copies of the offer form will constitute 
an offer. 

For manvfacturer’s own design—farm type structures, or intermediate struc- 
tures, or large flat structures, four executed copies of the offer form, together with 
four copies each of manufacturer’s own detailed drawings and of specifications 
(identified by manufacturer’s name, title, drawing No., sheet No., date, etc.) 
will constitute an offer. (This announcement need not be returned but should 
be retained for reference.) 

3. A separate offer must be submitted for each type of structure offered (i. e., 
standard bin, farm type struetures, intermediate structures, and large flat struc- 
tures). 

4. Offers may be submitted for any number of structures. 


65818—55——_18 
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5. In submitting an offer, the offerer represents that he is the manufacturer 
of the grain storage structures offered. 

6. The origin shipping point of the unassembled structure must be stated in 
section A of the offer form. 

7. In section B of the offer form, the manufacturer must enter the total number 
of structures offered. He must also identify the type of structure offered by 
entering one of the following phrases: USDA standard bin; manufacturer’s own 
design—farm type structure; manufacturer’s own design—intermediate structure; 
or manufacturer’s own design—large flat structures; and indicate the type of 
material from which made. Manufacturer must also, in such section B, quote 
the price per structure f. o. b. origin shipping point and enter a figure to show how 
many structures are offered for delivery on or before May 15, 1954, and how many 
for delivery on or before May 31, 1954 

8. In section C of the offer form, the manufacturer must enter in column 2 the 
bid price per structure. He must show in column 3 the guaranteed carlot freight 
cost per structure by rail from origin shipping point to each destination listed in 
column 1 and must support each such cost item by an appended statement show- 
ing the commodity or class rate and the freight rate tariff number on which such 
cost is calculated. In column 4 he must show an erection cost within each of 
the States listed in column 1. In each line of column 5 he must enter the sum 
of the figures entered in columns 2, 3, and 4 of that line; and in each line of column 
6 he must show a result per bushel obtained by dividing the figure in column 5 
of that line by the rated capacity shown in section F. An entry is required in 
every column and on every line of the table of section C of the offer form. 

9. (a) No offer will be considered that does not contain an erection cost and 
covenant (section D of the offer form). In determining his erection cost, the 
manufacturer, for his own protection, should consider and include in the stated 
erection cost all possible costs from the time his structures arrive at destination 
until they are erected and ready to receive grain, including, but not limited to, 
the following: Unloading cars or trucks, demurrage at destination, local trans- 
portation to site, provision for storage and protection of unassembled structures, 
foundations, floors, complete assembly and erection of structures, performance 
bond in the amount of 100 percent of the erection cost (but not an erection bid 
bond), payment bond of 50 percent of the erertion cost, all materials and items 
specified in the structure offer not supplied by the manufacturer, prevailing wage 
rates, overtime compensation, and other labor requirements for the area con- 
cerned. Erection contracts for amounts of $2,000 or more are subject to the 
labor provisions as prescribed under the Davis-Bacon Act. The costs incident 
to bringing the site selected to grade will be the responsibility of CCC. 

(b) Acceptance bv CCC of the offer does not obligate the manufacturer to 
undertake the erection of the structures. Separate erection contracts will be 
executed by CCC with respect to the construction and erection of such structures 
within each State. Prior to the award of erection contracts, each ASC State com- 
mittee will seek competitive bids by means of a public announcement. Such 
announcement will specify the location of the sites within a State and the number 
and kind of structures to be erected on each such site. The manufacturer, if he 
so requests in writing, will be furnished copy of such announcement. 

(c) A manufacturer desiring to erect his own structures may submit a bid to 
the appropriate ASC State committee with respect to his structures to be erected 
at the locations specified and such bid will be considered, as well as others received, 
on a competitive basis. Nothing herein shall prevent the manufacturer from sub- 
mitting a bid for the erection of his structures in response to the public announce- 
ment at a lower erection cost than the covenanted erection cost set forth in his 
offer. (It is understood that the covenanted erection cost is not a bid for erection 
and the manufacturer must submit a bid pursuant to the invitation for bids relat- 
ing to erection if he wishes to participate therein.) 

(d) If in response to public announcement, no acceptabie bids are received by 
CCC at a cost equal to or lower than the manufacturer’s stated erection cost, 
CCC will enter into an erection contract with the lowest acceptable bidder and 
the excess cost will be charged to the manufacturer. If no bids are received, CCC 
will negotiate a contract with an erection contractor acceptable to CCC and any 
costs in excess of the manufacturer’s stated erection cost, will be charged to the 
manufacturer, The manufacturer and his surety shall be notified-in every case 
where a contract is let at a cost in excess of the stated erection cost and the 
contractor or his surety will be required to make payment to CCC of any such 
excess. 

10. The rated bushel capacity calculated in the manner provided in the ap- 
plicable USDA specifications must be entered in section F of each offer form. 
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The calculations from which such capacity was derived must also be shown and 
be supported by detailed calculations provided on separate sheets if additional 
space is required. Any calculation of rated capacity submitted by the manu- 
facturer may be adjusted downward, at the election of CCC, to correspond with 
the degree to which CCC determines that it will fill the structure with grain. 

11. If a shipment of structures is made by carlot rail from origin shipping point 
to the destination named in column 1 of the offer form, and the actual freight 
cost for such shipment is in excess of the guaranteed freight cost quoted on that 
line in the offer form, the manufacturer shall reimburse CCC for such excess cost. 
The manufacturer shall not be liable for any such excess cost resulting from 
CCC’s ordering shipment made by means other than carlot rail. Neither shall 
he be liable for such excess freight costs resulting from CCC’s ordering carlot 
shipments to any destinations not listed on the offer form. 


III, ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 
1, Bond 

(a) The manufacturer shall, at his own expense within 10 calendar days from 
date of acceptance by CCC of his offer, furnish a performance bond on Standard 
Form 25, in the amount specified by CCC in its acceptance wire, but not to 
exceed the estimated aggregate payment to be made under the contract. Such 
bond must be issued by a bonding company on the approved Treasury Depart- 
ment list (TD Form 356) and evidence must be submitted by the bonding com- 
pany that the person executing the bond has authority to sign in its behalf. 

(b) Should any surety upon any bond furnished become unacceptable to CCC, 
or if any such surety shall fail to furnish reports as to his financial condition from 
time to time as requested = CCC, the manufacturer shall promptly furnish such 
wana security as may be required from time to time to protect the interests 
oO 


2. Packing and marking 


(a) Bins and structures shall be packaged unassembled for shipment at the 
lowest carlot rate and in a manner to assure safe delivery by common or other 
carrier to the destination. Each package should be kept to a weight that can be 
handled manually at destination and bin site. 

(b) Marking shall be in accordance with good commercial practice and in 
such manner that all the parts of each structure may be readily identified for 
the proper field assembly of that structure. 


3. Inspection 

(a) Inspection shall be at the expense of CCC. Initial inspection shall be 
made after the date of the contract and prior to shipment of the unassembled 
structures. Inspection shall not be deemed to be complete and no structure shall 
be shipped until the inspection certificates have been issued. At the election of 
CCC, a final inspection may be made at the ultimate destination. Any material 
found not to comply fully with the specifications shall be rejected and if rejected 
shall be replaced y the manufacturer without cost to CCC. 

(b) Inspection shall be performed by naval inspectors or other qualified in- 
spectors, as designated by CCC. The manufacturer shall give the inspector at 
least 48 hours written notice prior to the time ins dection is desired. 

(c) If contracting officer, CCC, so requests, the manufacturer shall at his own 
expense assemble and erect at his f. o. b. origin shipping point, or at such other 
point as may be mutually agreed upon, one complete structure representative of 
the structures to be delivered under the contract, and shall furnish all reasonable 
facilities for the use of inspectors in making the inspections. CCC or the inspec- 
tors may inspect all material and fabrication processes at the manufacturer’s 
f. o. b. origin Shipping point or in their discretion at source of supply. 

(d) Inspectors are not authorized and have no authority to prescribe any 
changes in the contract or to order the manufacturer to perform under the contract 
in any particular manner. 


4. Delivery 

(a) Delivery by manufacturer shall be f. o. b. railroad car, or truck, at the 
option of CCG. 

(b) Delivery shall be made in the exact number of structures set out in the 
contract and no delivery shall be made later than that delivery date specifically 
stated in the contract. 

(c) Delivery shall not be deemed to be completed until inspection certificates 
have been issued and bills of lading, or equivalent truck shipping documents, 
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have been issued with respect to the total number of structures specified in the 
contract. 

(d) No structure shall be delivered after the delivery date specified in the con- 
tract, nor in excess of the contract quantity, unless authorized by express written 
amendment to the contract executed by the contracting officer, CCC, prior to 
such delivery date. Issuance of inspection certificates, delivery or shipment 
orders, bills of lading, or otherwise, or the making of payment by CCC shall not 
constitute delivery nor a waiver of the requirement that any such delivery be 
authorized by express written amendment to the contract. 

(e) If the manufacturer refuses or fails to perform within the time spécified for 
delivery, CCC may, by written notice, terminate the right of the manufacturer to 
proceed with delivery or with such part(s) thereof as to which there has been 
delay, and, whether or not such notice of termination is given, may hold the manu- 
facturer for any actual damages suffered as a result of delay or failure to deliver 
and any excess cost incurred in procuring elsewhere the structures or any part 
thereof. Manufacturer shall not be charged with any such damages or costs, 
however, where failure to deliver is determined by the contracting officer, CCC, 
to be the result of unforeseen causes beyond the control and without the fault or 
negligence of the manufacture: provided that he has given the contracting officer, 
CCC, written notice of such delay within 5 calendar days from the beginning of 
such delay but prior to the contract delivery date, and the contracting officer, 
CCC, determines in writing that the failure to deliver was due to causes beyond 
the control of and without the fault or negligence of the manufacturer. Written 
notice of such determination shall be given to the manufacturer and shall be final 
and conclusive on the parties, subject only to appeal by the manufacturer as pro- 
vided in IIJ—11 hereof. 


5. Shipment 

(a) Shipment by manufacturer shall be at lowest applicable rate and by rail- 
road car, or truck, at the option of CCC, as specified in the delivery order(s) which 
CCC shall send by registered mail, return receipt requested, in time to reach the 
manufacturer not less than 10 calendar days prior to the delivery date specified 
by the contract. Each freight bill evidencing such shipment shal] be supported 
by a statement showing the commodity or class rate and the freight rate tariff 
number under which shipped. 

(b) If the date of delivery entered on any Post Office Department form return 
receipt issued with respect to CCC’s registered letter(s) containing a delivery 
order is less than 10 calendar days prior to the delivery date specified by the con- 
tract, the applicable date for such shipment and delivery shall be 10 calendar 
days after that date entered as date of delivery on such return receipt notwith- 
standing anything to the contrary which may appear elsewhere in the contract. 

(c) Except when shipping schedule is altered as provided in (b) above, no struc- 
ture shall be shipped after the delivery date specified in the contract unless author- 
ized by a written express amendment to the contract, executed by the contracting 
officer, CCC, prior to such shipment. If shipment of any structure is made by 
the manufacturer without such amendment, CCC may accept such structures at 
a discount of 20 percent of the contract price by giving written notice of such ac- 
ceptance to the manufacturer, or CCC may, without liability on its part, within 
60 days after arrival of the structures at destination, reject such structures and 
the manufacturer shall pay all costs incurred in connection with such shipment 
including, but not limited to, storage, inspection, and handling. 


6. Notice of shipment 

Immediately upon shipment (the day the shipment leaves manufacturer’s 
plant) the manufacturer shall notify the CCC in accordance with the instructions 
on the delivery order. 


7. Warranty 

The manufacturer warrants: (i) The structures to be graintight, weathertight, 
and structurally sound; (ii) all materials and parts to conform to specifications; 
(iii) all structures and parts thereof against defective design, materials, and work- 
manship, subject to replacement in whole or in part without expense to CCC for a 
period of 1 year from the date of delivery to CCC, and the manufacturer promptly 
after notice by CCC shall make good at his expense all such defects. The remedies 
provided by this paragraph shall not be restrictive of but shall be in addition to all 
other remedies of CCC. Any changes in design and/or specifications directed by 
the contracting officer, CCC, and accepted by the manufacturer shall in no way 
alter or modify the warranty of the manufacturer. 
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8. Drawings and specifications 

(a) The manufacturer shall without expense to CCC furnish such additional 
copies of his own drawings and specifications, instructions, catalogs of parts for 
replacement and repair, and other information as may be requested. 

(b) The manufacturer shall clearly indicate on his drawings and specifications 
all materials and supplies that are to be furnished by others. Any additional 
costs occasioned to CCC by failure of the manufacturer to clearly indicate such 
materials and supplies will be charged to the manufacturer. 


9. Payment 


Payment for complete performance in accordance with the terms of the contract 
will be made by the CSS Commodity Office, 623 South Wabash Avenue, Chicago 5, 
Ill. Upon receipt of original and 1 copy of contractor’s invoice(s) supported by 
original and 1 copy of inspection and checkloading certificate(s) (signed by 
inspector authorized by CCC) and 1 copy of bill(s) of lading or, if shipped by 
truck, the equivalent truck shipping document(s) and original delivery order(s) 
bearing, or accompanied by, manufacturer’s certification establishing its date of 
receipt, which date shall be the same as was entered ‘‘date of delivery’ on the 
Post Office Department(s) return receipt. Such certification is subject to verifi- 
cation by comparison with the date on the return receipt. 

Part payment shall be made with respect to each completed delivery order in 
the amount of 90 percent of each such invoice less applicable discount when 
supported by all of the required documents that are applicable to that delivery 
order; provided, however, that no such advanced payment shall be made with 
respect to incomplete or partial shipment or for portions of structure(s) or for a 
number of structures less than the total stated in the applicable delivery order. 

In all cases the manufacturer’s invoice shall bear, or be accompanied by, the 
following certifications: 

“T/we certify that the above bill is correct and just, that payment therefor has 
not been received, that the articles or services listed herein have been delivered to 
or performed for the Commodity Credit Corporation, that all statutory require- 
ments as to American production and labor standards, and all conditions of pur- 
chase applicable to the transactions have been complied with, that State or 
local taxes are not included in the amounts billed, that I/we have sole ownership 
or interest in the listed articles or services, and that they are free from any or all 
liens and encumbrances, except for equities owned by lienholders named above. 


Eebees.. Nast _... Contractor 


10. Assignments 


No assignment by the manufacturer shall be made of the contract, or of any 
rights thereunder, except that assignments of payment hereunder may be made 
to any bank, trust company, Federal lending agency, or other recognized financing 
institution, and, subject to the approval of the contracting officer, CCC, assign- 
ment may be made to any other person or firm: Provided, that such assign- 
ment shall be recognized only when the assignee thereof files written notice of 
the assignment with CCC together with a signed copy of the instrument of 
assignment in accordance with the instruction on form CCC~—251 ‘Notice of 
Assignment,”’ which form must be used in giving notice of assignment to CCC; 
and provided further, that any such assignment shall cover all amounts payable 
and not already paid under the contracts shall not be made to more than 1 party 
and shall not be subject to further assignment, except that any such assignment 
may be made to 1 party as agent or trustee for 2 or more parties participating 
in such financing. The instrument of assignment may be executed on form 
CCC-—252 or the assignee may use his own form of assignment. The CCC forms 
may be obtained from the contracting officer, CCC, 


11. Disputes _ 


Except as may otherwise be provided in the contract, any dispute concerning 
a question of fact arising under this contract which is not disposed of by agree- 
ment shall be decided by the contracting officer, CCC, who shall reduce his 
decision to writing and mail, or otherwise furnish a copy thereof to manufacturer. 
Within 30 days from the date of receipt of such copy, manufacturer may appeal 
7 mailing or otherwise furnishing a written appeal addressed to the President, 

CC, and the decision of the President, CCC, or his duly authorized represen- 


tatives for the hearings of such appeals shali, unless determined by a court of 
competent jurisdiction to have been fraudulent, arbitrary, capricious, or so grossly 
erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith, be final and conclusive: Provided, 
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that if no such appeal is taken, the decision of the contracting officer, CCC, shall 
be final and conclusive. In connection with any appeal proceeding under this 
clause, manufacturer shali be afforded an opportunity to be heard and to offer 
evidence in support of his appeal. Pending final decision of a dispute hereunder, 
manufacturer shall proceed diligently with the performance of the contract and 
in accordance with the contracting officer’s decision. 


12. Officials not to benefit 


No Member or Delegate to Congress, or Resident Commissioner, shall be ad- 
mitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
therefrom unless it be made with a corporation for its general benefit. 


13. Made in United States 


Unless otherwise specified in the offer, it is understood and agreed that only 
such unmanufactured articles, materials, and supplies as have been mined or 
produced in the United States, and only such manufactured articles, materials, 
and supplies as have been manufactured in the United States substantially all 
from articles, materials, or supplies mined, produced, or manufactured, as the 
case may be, in the United States shall be delivered pursuant to a contract 
awarded as a result of this offer, 

14. Contingent fees 

The manufacturer warrants that he has not employed any person to solicit or 
secure the contract upon any agreement for a commission, percentage, brokerage, 
or contingent fee and that no such consideration or payment has been or will Zs 
made. Breach of this warranty shall give CCC the right to annul the contract, 
or, in its discretion, to deduct from the contract price or consideration the amount 
of such commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fees. This warranty 
shall not apply to commissions payable by the manufacturer upon contracts or 
sales secured or made through bona fide established commercial or selling agencies 
maintained by the manufacturer for the purpose of securing business. 


15. Taxes 


Any State or local tax assessable with respect to materials furnished by the 
manufacturer hereunder, or with respect to payments made herunder, shall be 
for the account of the manufacturer. CCC will furnish to the manufacturer tax- 
exemption certificates in appropriate cases. 


16. Certification as to erection 


(a) If the contract resulting from this announcement is for structures of manu- 
facturer’s own design—farm type, intermediate, or large flat—the manufacturer, 
whether or not he is awarded the erection contract, shall supervise and inspect 
all phases of the work in connection with the construction and erection of all 
such structures. The manufacturer shall furnish technical advice as needed by 
the erection contractor and shall advise said contractor to correct any deviations 
from the specifications. In the event the erection contractor fails promptly to 
make such corrections, the manufacturer shall notify the State ASC office im- 
mediately, confirming same in writing to State ASC office with copy to erection 
contractor. Within 5 working days after the completion of each structure the 
manufacturer shall deliver, in duplicate, to the county ASC office in which the 
site is located, a certification that the structure was erected fully in conformance 
with the structure specifications; or shall certify with particularity wherein erec- 
tion did not so conform with such specifications. 

(6) If the contract is for standard bins, supervision and inspection as required 
in (a) above shall be furnished by the manufacturer, if requested by CCC. 


17. Oral modification 


No oral statement of any person whomsoever shall in any manner or degree 
modify or otherwise affect the terms of this contract. 


IV. LABOR PROVISIONS 
1. Walsh-Healey Act 


The manufacturer warrants that if awarded a contract resulting from this 
announcement for which the total payments will or may exceed $10,000, he will 
abide by the provisions and regulations as a under the Walsh-Healey Pub- 
lic Contracts Act. Information concerning provisions of the act and regula- 
tions issued thereunder may be obtained from the Wage and Hour and Public 
Contracts Division, Department of Labor, Washington 25, D. C. 
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2, Fair-employment practice 

The manufacturer, in the performance of a contract resulting from this an- 
nouncement, shall not discriminate against any employee or applicant for em- 
ployment because of race, creed, color, or national origin. The manufacturer 


shall include in all subcontracts a provision imposing a like obligation on sub- 
contractors. 


3. Prison labor 


The manufacturer shall not employ in the performance of a contract resulting 
from this announcement any person undergoing sentence of imprisonment at 
hard labor. 

Marvin L. McLarn, 
Director, Grain Division. 


Announcement GR-278 
Docket UC Y-149a 


UnitEep States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
ComMopitTy STABILIZATION SERVICE, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 14, 1954. 


TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR PurRCHASE OF GRAIN-STORAGE STRUCTURES 


The United States Department of Agriculture announces that the Commodity 
Credit Corporation (hereinafter referred to as CCC) will receive offers for grain- 
storage structures as specified in this announcement GR-278. 

Whenever purchases of grain-storage structures are made by CCC the terms 
and conditions of this announcement may be incorporated in whole or in part 
by reference in subsequent announcements inviting offers and when so incorpo- 
rated shall become a part of the purchase contract. 

Offers for approximately 100 million bushels of storage ep are invited, of 
which the largest possible portion is desired to consist of the smaller structures 
with capacities not to exceed 3,300 bushels. Early delivery is desired with the 
largest possible portion of the total invited to be delivered on or before July 31, 
1954, and the remaining portion to be delivered on or before August 15, 1954. 


Any structures purchased under this announcement may be shipped by CCC to 
local points within any or all of the following States: Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, 
Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, South Da- 
kota, and Wisconsin. 


I. GENERAL PROVISIONS 


In submitting an offer, the provisions of this announcement shall become a 
part of the offer and upon acceptance by CCC the offer and acceptance shall 
constitute a valid and binding contract between the offerer (hereinafter referred 
to as the ‘“‘manufacturer’’”) and CCC. Paragraph headings are for reference only 
and do not define or limit the terms and conditions of this announcement, 

1. CCC reserves the right to reject in whole or in part any or all offers. 

2. How to submit an offer: 

(a) All offers must be directed to Agriculture, Washington: Director, Grain 
Division, Commodity Stabilization Service, United States Department of 
Agriculture, room 3081, South Building, Washington 25, D. C.; and 

(b) Envelopes in which offers are submitted must bear in the lower left- 
hand corner the notation, ‘‘Offer Under Announcement GR-278.” 

(c) Offers delivered by hand must be received in room 3081, at the address 
specified above not later than 5 p. m., e. d. t., Jume 25, 1954. 

(d) Offers received by mail must be postmarked not later than 5 p. m., 
June 25, 1954. 

(e) Offers received after the time specified above may be considered only 
if in the interests of the Government and not prejudicial to the other offerers. 

(f) Offers may be on any or all of the following specifications and all such 
specifications are included in and become part of this announcement GR-278: 

1. USDA May 1953 specifications-cylindrical metal grain bin— 
pauies serial No. 3323, April 1954, hereinafter referred to as standard 

in. 

2. Manufacturer’s own design based on USDA June 1954 general 
specifications—intermediate grain storage structures (manufacturer’s 
own design) hereinafter referred to as intermediate structures. 

8. Manufacturer’s own design based on USDA June 1954 general 
specifications for 40- by 100-foot grain-storage structures (manu- 
facturer’s own design), hereinafter referred to as large flat structures. 
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Minor deviations of the above-mentioned specifications may be offered but 
shall be specifically enumerated and identified as such on an appended separate 
sheet. It is specifically understood and agreed that any deviations not so listed 
and identified on such appended sheet, whether contained in manufacturer’s 
blueprints, specifications, or otherwise, shall not be applicable and the USDA 
specifications shall govern. 

As used herein the term “structure(s)”’ refers to any or all of the following 
types: Standard bins, intermediate structures, and large flat structures. 

Fully detailed drawings and specifications, each sheet of which shall be identified 
by manufacturer’s name, title, drawing number, sheet number, date, etc., must 
be submitted with each offer of — intermediate structures and large flat 
structures. The engineering aspects of the manufacturer’s specifications and 
drawings will be reviewed by CCC’s engineering staff but only the contracting 
officer is authorized to bind CCC. 

3. Offers will be considered on the basis of manufacturer’s price per structure 
f. o. b. origin shipping point (which shall be the contract price), together with 
rail freight to destination and the covenanted erection cost. Offers submitted 
without all such information will not be considered. Size of structure offered 
and early delivery also will be considered in making awards. Offers may be 
considered at CCC option, either for all types as a group, for standard bins as 
one group and all other offers as another, or for any other combination thereof. 

4. Offers shall be subject to acceptance by CCC, in whole or in part, by tele- 
gram filed in Washington, D. C. Unsuccessful bidders will not be notified. 
Public announcement of successful bidders will be by press release. 

5. The offer shall specify the discount to be allowed CCC for payment by check 
dated within the time specified as follows: — percent within 10 days: percent 
within 20 days: — percent within 30 days. The time for computing discounts 
shall hegin on the day the Chicago CSS commodity office receives from the manu- 
facturer a properly executed and documented invoice. 

6. Refer questions concerning this announcement to Mr. C. B. Howe, Grain 
Division, at the address specified in paragraph 2 (a) of this section, telephone 
tepublic 7-4142, extension 2715. Questions relating to payments under a con- 
trect shall be referred to the Chicago Commodity Stabilization Service Commodity 
Office, 623 South Wabash Avenue, Chicago 5, I. 


, 


Il. THE OFFER 


1. Offers must be submitted in a sealed envelope and on the offer form attached 
to this announcement or on a reproduction thereof. Offers on other forms will 
not be considered except at the election of CCC. Alterations in the text of the 
offer form or omissions of any required material or failure to entirely complete an 
offer shall be cause for setting aside such offer. 

2. For USDA standard bin four executed copies of the offer form will constitute 
an offer. 

For manufacturer’s own design intermediate structures, or large flat structures, 
4 executed copies of the offer form, together with 4 copies each of manufacturer’s 
own detailed drawings and specifications (identified by manufacturer’s name, title, 
drawing number, sheet number, date, etc.) will constitute an offer. (This 
announcement need not be returned but should be retained for reference.) 

3. A separate offer must be submitted for each type of structures offered (i. e., 
standard bin, intermediate structures, and large flat structures). 

4. Offers may be submitted for any number of structures. 

5. In submitting an offer, the offerer represents that he is the manufacturer 
of the grain-stcrage structures offered. 

6. The origin shipping point of the unassembled structure must be stated in 
section A of the offer form. Only one such point shall be named, 

7. In section B of the offer form, the manufacturer must enter the total number 
of structures offered. He must also identify the type of structure offered by 
entering one of the following phrases: “USDA standard bin,” ‘‘manufacturer’s 
own design,”’ ‘‘manufacturer’s own design—intermediate structure” or ‘‘manu- 
facturer’s own design—large flat structures,’’ and indicate the type of material 
frok which made. Manufacturer must also, in such section B, quote the price 
per structure f. 0. b. origin shipping point and enter a figure to show how many 
structures are offered for delivery on or before July 31, 1954, and how many for 
delivery on or before August 15, 1954. 

8. In section C of the offer form, the manufacturer must enter in column 2 the 
bid price structure which shall be the same price as is quoted in section B. 
He must show in column 3 the guaranteed carlot freight cost per structure by rail 
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from origin shipping point to each destination listed in column 1 and must sup- 
port each such cost item by an appended statement showing the commodity or 
class rate and the freight rate tariff number on which such cost is calculated. 
In column 4 he must show an erection cost within each of the States listed in 
column 1. In each line of column 5 he must enter the sum of the figures entered 
in columns 2, 3, and 4 of that line; and in each line of column 6 he must show a 
result per bushel obtained by dividing the figure in column 5 of that line by the 
rated capacity shown in section F. An entry is required in every column and 
on every line of the table of section C of the offer form and the omission of any 
required entry shall be cause for setting aside the offer. 

9. (a) No offer will be considered that does not contain an erection cost and 
covenant (sec. D of the offer form). In determining his erection cost, the manu- 
facturer, for his own protection, should consider and include in the stated erection 
cost all possible costs from the time his structures arrive at destination until 
they are erected and ready to receive grain, including, but not limited to, the 
following: Unloading cars or trucks, demurrage, local transportation to site, 
provision for storage and protection of unassembled structures, foundations, 
floors, complete assembly and erection of structures, performance bond in the 
amount of 100 percent of the erection cost (but not an erection bid bond), pay- 
ment bond of 50 percent of the erection cost, all materials and items specified in 
the structure offer not supplied by the manufacturer, prevailing wage rates, 
overtime compensation, and other labor requirements for the area concerned. 
Erection contracts for amounts of $2,000 or more are subject to the labor pro- 
visions as prescribed under the Davis-Bacon Act. The costs incident to bringing 
the site selected to grade will be the responsibility of CCC. 

(b) Acceptance by CCC of the offer does not obligate the manufacturer to 
undertake the erection of the structures. Separate erection contracts will be 
executed by CCC with respect to the construction and erection of such structures 
within each State. Prior to the award of erection contracts, each ASC State 
committee will seek competitive bids by means of a public announcement. Such 
announcement will specify the location of the sites within a State and the num- 
ber and kind of structures to be erected on each such site. The manufacturer, 
if he so requests in writing, will be furnished copy of such announcement. 

(c) A manufacturer desiring to erect his own structures may submit a bid to 
the appropriate ASC State committee with respect to his structures to be erected 
at the locations specified and such bid will be considered, as well as others received, 
on a competitive basis. Nothing herein shall prevent the manufacturer from 
submitting a bid for the erection of his structures in response to the public 
announcement at & lower erection cost than the covenanted erection cost set 
forth in his offer. (It is understood that the covenanted erection cost is not a 
bid for erection and the manufacturer must submit a bid pursuant to the invita- 
tion for bids relating to erection if he wishes to participate therein.) 

(d) If in response to public announcement, no acceptable bids are received 
by CCC at a cost equal to or lower than the manufacturer’s stated erection cost, 
CCC will enter into an erection contract with the lowest acceptable bidder and 
the excess cost will be charged to the manufacturer. If no bids are received, 
CCC will negotiate a contract with an erection contractor acceptable to CCC and 
any costs in excess of the manufacturer’s stated erection cost, will be charged to 
the manufacturer, the manufacturer and his surety shall be notified in every case 
where an erection contract is Jet at a cost in excess of the stated erection cost and 
the contractor or his surety will be required to make payment to CCC of any 
such excess. 

10. The rated bushel capacity calculated in the manner provided in the appli- 
cable USDA specifications must be entered in section F of each offer form. The 
calculations from which such capacity was derived must also be shown and be 
supported by detailed calculations provided on separate sheets if additional space 
is required. Any calculation of rated capacity submitted by the manufacturer 
may be adjusted downward, at the election of CCC, to correspond with the degree 
to which CCC determines that it will fill the structure with grain. 

11. If a shipment of structures is made by carlot rail from origin shipping point 
to the destination named in column 1 of the offer form, and the actual freight cost 
for such shipment is in excess of the guaranteed freight cost quoted on that line in 
the offer form, the manufacturer shall reimburse CCC for such excess cost. The 
manufacturer shall not be liable for any such excess cost resulting from CCC’s 
ordering shipment made by means other than carlot rail. Neither shall be he 
liable for such excess freight costs resulting from CCC’s ordering carlot shipments 
to any destinations not listed on the offer form. 
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Ill, ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 
1. Bond 


(a) The manufacturer shall, at his own expense within 10 calendar days from 
date of acceptance by CCC of his offer, furnish a performance bond on Standard 
Form 25, in the amount specified by CCC in its acceptance wire, but not to exceed 
the estimated aggregate payment to be made under the contract. Such bond must 
be issued by a bonding company on the approved Treasury Department list (TD 
Form 356) and evidence must be submitted by the bonding company that the 
person executing the bond has authority to sign in its behalf. 

(6) Should any surety upon any bond furnished become unacceptable to CCC, 
or if any such surety shall fail to furnish reports as to his financial condition from 
time to time as requested by CCC, the manufacturer shall promptly furnish such 
additional security as may be required from time to time to protect the interests 
of CCC. 

2. Packing and marking 


(a) Bins and structures shall be packaged unassembled for shipment at the low- 
est carlot rate and in a manner to insure safe delivery by common or other carrier 
to the destination, Each package should be kept to a weight that can be handled 
manually at destination and bin site and any additional cost incurred by CCC in 
handling packages not of such size shall be a cost of the manufacturer and shall be 
paid by him. 

(b) Marking shall be in accordance with good commercial practice and in such 
manner that all the parts of each structure may be readily identified for the proper 
field assembly of that structure. : 

(c) Sidewall rings of round metal bins or structures shall be numbered as 
indicated on sheet 1 of drawing No. 3323 and each sheet shall be marked with 
both its gage and its ring number. 

(d) The manufacturer shall prepare for each shipment a packing or shipping 
list, copy of which shall be attached just inside door if shipment is in boxcar or 
otherwise in some conspicuous place where it will readily be found by persons 
preparing to unload the shipment. 


3. Inspection 

(a) Inspection and checkloading of the entire structure shall be at the f. o. b. 
origin shipping point named in the offer form and shall be at the expense of CCC. 
Such inspection shall be made after the date of the contract and prior to loading 
and shipment of such unassembled structures. Inspection shall not be deemed 
to be complete and no structure shall be shipped until the inspection certificates 
have been issued. At the election of CCC, a final inspection may be made at 
the ultimate destination. Any material found not to comply fully with the speci- 
fications shall be rejected and if rejected shall be replaced by the manufacturer 
without cost to CCC and within the time prescribed by the contract. 

(6) Inspection shall be performed by naval inspectors or other qualified inspec- 
tors, as designated by CCC. The manufacturer shall give the inspector at least 
48 hours’ written notice prior to the time inspection is desired and in any event 
such notice shall be given in time for the inspection to be completed and ship- 
ments made within the time prescribed by the contract. 

(c) If contracting officer, CCC, so requests, the manufacturer shall at his own 
expense assemble and erect at the named f. o. b. origin shipping point, or at such 
other point as may be mutually agreed upon, ¢,1e complete structure representative 
of the structures to be deliver:d under the ccntract, and shall furnish all reason- 
able facilities for the use of inspectors in making the inspections.. CCC or the 
inspectors shall inspect all structures, material, and fabrication processes at the 
manufacturer’s f. o. b. origin shipping point but at their discretion may also 
make inspection of material at source of supply. 

(d) Inspectors are not authorized and have no authority to prescribe any 
changes in the contract or to order the manufacturer to perform under the con- 
tract in any particular manner. 


4. Delivery 

(a) Delivery by manufacturer shall be f. 0. b. railroad car, or truck, at the 
option of CCC and shall be made at the origin shipping point named in the offer 
form. 

(b) Delivery shall be of complete structures only, shall be made in the exact 
number of structures set out in the contract and no delivery shall be made later 
than that delivery date provided by the express terms of the contract. 

(c) Delivery shall not be deemed to be completed until checkloading and inspec- 
tion certificates have been issued and bills of lading, or equivalent truck shipping 
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documents, have been issued with respect to the total number of structures 
specified in the contract, 

(d) No structure shall be delivered after the delivery date specified in the con- 
tract, nor in excess of the contract quantity, unless authorized by express written 
amendment to the contract executed by the contracting officer, CCC, prior to 
such delivery date. Issuance of inspection certificates, delivery of shipment orders, 
bills of lading, or otherwise, or the making of payment by CCC shall not constitute 
delivery. 

(e) if the manufacturer refuses or fails to perform according to the provisions 
of the contract and within the time specified for delivery, CCC may, by written 
notice, terminate the right of the manufacturer to proceed with delivery or with 
such part(s) thereof as to which there has been delay, and, whether or not such 
notice of termination is given, may hold the manufacturer for any actual damages 
suffered as a result of delay or failure to deliver and any excess cost incurred in 
procuring elsewhere the structures or any part thereof. Manufacturer shall not 
be charged with any such damages or costs, however, where failure to deliver is 
determined by the contracting officer, CCC, to be the result of unforeseen causes 
beyond the control and without the fault or negligence of the manufacturer pro- 
vided that he has given the contracting officer, CCC, written notice of such delay 
within 5 calendar days from the beginning of such delay but prior to the contract 
delivery date, and the contracting officer, CCC, determines in writing that the 
failure to deliver was due to causes beyond the control of and without the fault 
or negligence of the manufacturer. Written notice of such determination shall 
be given to the manufacturer and shall be final and conclusive on the parties, 
subject only to appeal by the manufacturer as provided in III—11 hereof. 


5. Shipment 

(a) Shipment by manufacturer shall be from the f. o. b. origin shipping point 
named in the offer form and at lowest applicable rate and by railroad car or truck 
at the option of CCC, as specified in the delivery order(s) which CCC shall send 
by registered mail, return receipt requested, in time to reach the manufacturer 
not less than 10 calendar days prior to the delivery date specified by the contract. 
Each freight bill evidencing such shipment shall be supported by a statement 
showing the commodity or class rate and the freight-rate tariff number under 
which shipped. Shipment of any structure or any part thereof made from any 
point other than the f. o. b. origin shipping point named in the offer form to any 
destination named by CCC in a delivery order shall be a cost of the manufacturer 
and shall be paid by him. 

(b) If the “date of delivery” entered on any Post Office Department form 
“return receipt’”’ issued with respect to CCC’s registered letter(s) containing a 
delivery order is less than 10 calendar days prior to the delivery date specified by 
the contract, the applicable date for such shipment and delivery shall be 10 
calendar days after that date entered as “date of delivery” on such “return 
receipt” notwithstanding anything to the contrary which may appear elsewhere in 
the contract. 

(c) Except when shipping schedule is altered as provided in (b) above, no struc- 
ture shall be shipped after the delivery date specified in the contract unless author- 
ized by a written express amendment to the contract, executed by the contracting 
officer, CCC, prior to such shipment. If shipment of any structure is made by the 
manufacturer without such amendment, CCC may accept such structures at a 
discount of 20 percent of the contract price by giving written notice of such 
acceptance to the manufacturer, or CCC may, without liability on its part, 
within 60 days after arrival of the structures at destination, reject such structures 
and the manufacturer shall pay all costs incurred in connection with such ship- 
ment including, but not limited to, storage, inspection, and handling. 

(d) No shipment shall be made until after receipt of the applicable delivery 
orders. With respect to any car loaded prior to the receipt of the applicable de- 
livery orders ar loaded with respect to such orders bearing the notation ‘‘Erection 
contract not yet awarded” any demurrage incurred therewith shall be a cost of 
the manufacturer and shall be paid by him. 


6. Notice of shipment 


Immediately upon shipment (the day the shipment leaves manufacturer’s 
plant) the manufacturer shall notify the CCC in accordance with the instructions 
on the delivery order. 
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7. Warranty 


The manufacturer warrants: (i) The structures to be graintight, weathertight, 
and structurally sound; (ii) all materials and parts to conform to specifications; 
(iii) all structures and parts thereof against defective design, materials, and work- 
manship, subject to replacement in whole or in part without expense to CCC fora 
period of 1 year from the date of delivery to CCC, and the manufacturer promptly 
after notice by CCC shall make good at his expense all such defects. The reme- 
dies provided by this paragraph shall not be restrictive of but shall be in addition 
to all other remedies of CCC. Any changes in design and/or specifications di- 
rected by the contracting officer, CCC, and accepted by the manufacturer shall in 
no way alter’or modify the warranty of the manufacturer. 


8. Drawings and specifications 


(a) The manufacturer shall without expense to CCC furnish such additional 
copies of his own drawings and specifications, instructions, catalogs of parts for 
replacement and repair, and other information as may be requested. 

(6) The manufacturer shall clearly indicate on his drawings and specifications 
all materials and supplies that are to be furnished by “others.’”’ Any additional 
costs occasioned to CCC by failure of the manufacturer to clearly indicate such 
materials and supplies will be charged to the manufacturer. 

9. Payment 

Payment for complete performance in accordance with the terms of the contract 
will be made by the CSS Commodity Office, 623 South Wabash Avenue, Chicago 5, 
Ill. Upon receipt of original and one copy of contractor’s invoice(s) supported 
by original and one copy of inspection and checkloading certificate(s) (signed by 
inspector authorized by CCC) and one copy of bill(s) of lading or, if shipped by 
truck, the equivalent truck shipping document(s) and original delivery order(s) 
bearing, or accompanied by, manufacturer’s certification establishing its date of 
receipt—which date shall be the same as was entered as “date of delivery” on the 
Post Office Department’s “return receipt.’”’ Such certification is subject to 
verification by comparison with the date on the “return receipt.’ 

Part payment shall be made with respect to each completed delivery order in 
the amount of 90 percent of each such invoice less applicable discount when sup- 
ported by all of the required documents that are applicable to that delivery order: 
Provided, however, That no such advanced payment shall be made with respect 
to incomplete or partial shipment or for portions of structure(s) or for a number 
of structures less than the total stated in the applicable delivery order. 

In all cases the manufacturer’s invoice shall bear, or be accompanied by, the 
following certifications: 

“I/we certify that the above bill is correct and just, that payment therefor has 
not been received, that the articles or services listed herein have been delivered to 
or performed for the Commodity Credit Corporation, that all statutory require- 
ments as to Ameritan production and labor standards, and all conditions of pur- 
chase applicable to the transactions have been complied with, that State or local 
taxes are not included in the amounts billed, that I/we have sole ownership or 
interest in the listed articles or services, and that they are free from any or all 
liens and encumbrances, except for equities owned by leinholders named above. 


Contractor 


10. Assignments 


No assignment by the manufacturer shall be made of the contract, or of any 
rights thereunder, except that assignments of payment hereunder may be made 
to any bank, trust company, Federal lending agency, or other recognized financing 
institution, and, subject to the approval of the contracting officer, CCC, assign- 
ment may be made to any other person or firm: Provided, That such assignment 
shall be recognized only when the assignee thereof files written notice of the assign- 
ment with CCC together with a signed copy of the instrument of assignment in 
accordance with the instruction on form CCC-—251: Notice of Assignment, which 
form must be used in giving notice of assignment to CCC: And provided further, 
That any such assignment shall cover all amounts payable and not already paid 
under the contracts, shall not be made to more than one party and shall not be 
subject to further assignment, except that any such assignment may be made to 
1 party as agent or trustee for 2 or more parties participating in such financing. 
The instrument of assignment may be executed on form CCC-—252 or the assignee 
mav use his own form of assignment. The CCC forms may be obtained from the 
contracting officer, CCC. 
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11. Disputes 


Except as may otherwise be provided in the contract, any dispute concerning a 
question of fact arising under this contract which is not disposed of by agreement 
shall be decided by the contracting officer, CCC, who shall reduce his decision to 
writing and mail, or otherwise furnish a copy thereof to manufacturer. Within 
30 days from the date of receipt of such copy, manufacturer may appeal by mailing 
or otherwise furnishing a written appeal addressed to the President, CCC, and the 
decision of the President, CCC, or his duly authorized representatives for the 
hearings of such appeals shall, unless determined by a court of competent jurisdic- 
tion to have been fraudulent, arbitrary, capricious, or so grossly erroneous as 
necessarily to imply bad faith, be final and conclusive: Provided, That if no such 
appeal is taken, the decision of the contracting officer, CCC, shall be final and 
conclusive. In connection with any appeal proceeding under this clause, manu- 
facturer shall be afforded an opportunity to be heard and to offer evidence in 
support of his appeal. Pending final decision of a dispute hereunder, manufac- 
turer shall proceed diligently with the performance of the contract and in aceord- 
ance with the contracting officer’s decision. 


12. Officials not to benefit 


No Member of or Delegate to Congress, or Resident Commissioner, shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
therefrom unless it be made with a corporation for its general benefit. 


18. Made in United States of America 


Unless otherwise specified in the offer, it is understood and agreed that only 
such unmanufactured articles, materials, and supplies as have been mined or pro- 
duced in the United States, and only such manufactured articles, materials, and 
supplies as have been manufactured in the United States substantially all from 
articles, materials, or supplies mined, produced, or manufactured, as the case may 
be, in the United States shall be delivered pursuant to a contract awarded as a 
result of this offer, 


Contingent fees 


The manufacturer warrants that he has not employed any person to solicit or 
secure the contract upon any agreement for a commission, percentage, brokerage, 
or contingent fee and that no such consideration or payment has been or will be 
made. Breach of this warranty shall give CCC the right to annul the contract, or, 
in its discretion, to deduct from the contract price or consideration the amount of 
such commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fees. This warranty shall 
not apply to commissions payable by the manufacturer upon contracts or sales 
secured or made through bona fide established commercial or selling agencies 
maintained by the manufacturer for the purpose of securing business. 


15. Taxes 


Any State or local tax assessable with respect to materials furnished by the 
manufacturer hereunder, or with respect to payments made hereunder, shall be 
for the account of the manufacturer. CCC will furnish to the manufacturer tax 
exemption certificates in appropriate cases. 


16. Certification as to erection 


(a) If the contract resulting from this announcement is for structures of manu- 
facturer’s own design—“‘intermediate,”’ or “‘large flat,’ the manufacturer, whether 
or not he is awarded the erection contract, shall supervise and inspect all phases 
of the work in connection with the construction and erection of all such structures. 
The manufacturer shall furnish technical advice as needed by the erection con- 
tractor and shall advise said contractor to correct any deviations from the speci- 
fications. In the event the erection contractor fails promptly to make such 
corrections, the manufacturer shall notify the State ASC Office immediately, 
confirming same in writing to State ASC office with copy to erection contractor. 
Withing 5 working days atter the completion of each structure the manufacturer 
shall deliver, in duplicate, to the county ASC office in which the site is located, a 
certification that the structure was erected fully in conformance with the structure 
specifications; or shall certify with particularity wherein erection did not so con- 
form with such specifications. 

(b) If the contract is for “standard bins,’’ supervision and inspection as required 
in (a) above shall be furnished by the manufacturer, if requested by CCC. 


17. Oral modification 


No oral statement of any person whomsoever shall in any manner or degree 
modify or otherwise affect the terms of this contract. 
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IV. LABOR PROVISIONS 
1. Walsh-Healey Act 
The manufacturer warrants that if awarded a contract resulting from this 
announcement for which the total payments will or may exceed $10,000, he will 
abide by the provisions and regulations as required under the Walsh-Healey 
Public Contracts Act. Information concerning the provisions of the act and 
regulations issued thereunder may be obtained from the Wage and Hour and 
Public Contracts Division, Department of Labor, Washington 25, D. C. 


2. Fair employment practice 

The manufacturer, in the performance of a contract resulting from this an- 
nouncement, shall not discriminate against any employee or applicant for employ- 
ment because of race, creed, color, or national origin. The manufacturer shall 
include in all subcontracts a provision imposing a like obligation on subcontractors. 


8. Prison labor 
The manufacturer shall not employ in the performance of a contract resulting 
from this announcement any person undergoing sentence of imprisonment at 
hard labor. 
Wma. McArruor, 
Acting Director, Grain Division, 


Exursit No. 9 


Kansas City, Mo., May 20, 1956. 


I, Edmund 8. May, general GS-7, inspector, naval material, Kansas City, Mo., 
now branch supervisor GS-8, make the following statement freely and voluntarily, 
without threats or promises of immunity, to John T. Maloney, who has identified 
himself to me as a special agent, Compliance and Investigation Division, CSS. 

I have worked with the Navy Department here during the war for about 3 
years, 1 year at quartermaster depot. While there I inspected Army footlockers, 
mattresses, supply tents, clothing and awnings. I have had no formal engineering 
education in a university. Of course, I have had wookworking, manual training, 
making pattern drawings, etc. I worked 3 years at this office, was away for 7 
years, and have worked a total of about 7 years for the Navy inspecting material 
of this type. 

I was the first inspector sent out to work on these Black, Sivalls & Bryson 
(hereinafter referred to as B. 8. & B.) bins. On or about April 23, 1954, I received 
instructions from my supervisor, Mr. John Timberlake. He gave me instructions 
that there would be men there from the Department of Agriculture. B.S. & B. 
had erected a pilot bin, and I was to go out and witness the approval of Mr. 
Molander and Mr.°Art Cummings of the Department of Agriculture. Mr. Tim- 
berlake instructed me to go out and get the comments of the Department of 
Agriculture representatives. The bin had been erected before we got there. 
It was a standard 1954 Department of Agriculture bin. 

At this time we had not received an official request for inspection and we had 
not received a copy of the contract and drawings and specifications. 

The pilot bin was erected on sand. Everything was visible, nothing buried. 
The footing pad and foundation ring were sitting on top of the sand. 

I made a visual inspection at that time with the Department of Agriculture 
men. I don’t recall that the Department of Agriculture men, Mr. Cummings or 
Mr. Molander, took any measurements or made any dimensional inspection 
whatever. I did take inside measurements—dimensional, and height. 

As far as the footing pad, I don’t remember anything oman up on it at that 
time. There didn’t appear to be any scalloping of this part. don’t remember 
of taking the dimensions of the bolt holes as far as ring assembly was concerned, 
but I remember bolt holes were out of line and so stated in my report. The bolt 
holes in the door assemblies were out of line, possibly one-quarter of an inch. 
I didn’t think this was too much of a defect. In the complete assemblies we 
removed probably a dozen bolts. There were some washers and holes out of 
center. s far as any strains on the pilot there was not any strain or pull. The 
bolts could be removed very easily, but the only complaint was about the holes 
being off center. I don’t remember taking anything out of the foundation rings. 
The bolts were removed from the upper tiers. 

I did not take measurements of individual panel sheets at this time, just the 
overall dimensions were measured and I computed the capacity of the bin. The 
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Department of Agriculture representatives didn’t touch any bolts. In fact, I 
noticed the washers myself and brought them to the attention of the Department 
of Agriculture myself about bolts being out of line. I thought that was important. 
Mr. Molander said he thought it was one of the nicest grain bins, but he said it 
was up to us to decide whether the bin was in proper condition. 

After looking at the pilot bin, I asked Mr. fielaader and Mr. Cummings for a 
report as to their inspection, but I never received one and I was informed that it 
was up to us to make the inspection. We walked along through the production 
line, too. B. 8. & B. showed us the equipment that would be used on the grain 
bins. They took us clear through the production line. They were running side 
wall sheets through; there were rough assemblies, that is the galvanizing was 
peeling off. These were being repainted. I, of course, brought that to their 
attention and requested correction be made on them. I don’t remember seeing 
any footing pads or foundation rings at that time. The only time that I noticed 
these ring assemblies was when shipments were being made. I found some rings 
that were defective because the holes were filled with galvanizing. I didn’t notice 
that anything else was wrong with them. That finished the inspection of April 23, 
1954, 

On or about May 3, 1954, I was instructed by Mr. Timberlake to inspect the 
B.S. & B. bins. This was the first shipment. I don’t remember what instructions 
I received at that time. 

I did have a meeting with Mr. Timberlake before I went out there on inspection 
procedures. We always discuss these with supervisors before we go out on any 
job. As I recall, my only specific instructions were on roof stiffeners. We had 
to have approval on that from the contracting officer of the Department of 
Agriculture in order to relieve B. 8. & B. from spot welding the roof stiffeners to 
the roof sheets. No instructions were received that this was to be a 100-percent 
inspection. We were to check the load shipments, as far as blocking and bracing, 
of course, and the material itself. We always are required, of course, to follow the 
peng on all inspection procedures. He didn’t tell me what parts of the manual 
to follow. 

Of course, we had the specifications at that time. I don’t remember whether 
we had drawings at that time on the entire equipment. It is up to Mr. Timberlake 
to get out drawings and specifications on all inspections and he goes over them 
thoroughly with the men. I can’t remember whether I had them at that time. 
If there is anything he thinks should be checked thoroughly, any defects, he would 
discuss them with me. 

There were dimensional checks made on first shipment. I was out checking 
sheeting, corrugation, etc. This was one of those rush jobs. As I brought out in 
the —— report, I knew just about what I was to look for at that time. 

The provisions of the manual, P—120, part D, which applied to my inspection 
are: D—1.01.01—general specifications for inspection of material, and from there 
on through D-1.01.02; on final inspection action, D-—1.03.08; to D-—1.03.09, 
D-1.04.07, production approval. 

The only inspection of the foundation ring I made at that time was of the 
shoe aj As far as the spacing of holes, I don’t remember checking that. 

hen I got out to the plant on May 3, 1954, I contacted Mr. Purpus, and at that 
time they had a waiver as far as these roof stiffeners are concerned. The grain 
bins I was to inspect were loaded in the boxcars. I checked all blocking and brac- 
ing that was in the car at that time and counted all sheets that could be counted 
wall sheets and the vents, and they were checked. There were some that could 
not be counted because the car was full. 

I don’t remember how many sheets were in each bundle in the car. Right now, 
I cannot say how many sheets were in a pile. I know the quantity was right. I 
checked with shipping sheets that the company’s checkloader had signed and 
that the Navy inspectors signed. The parts were staggered all through the 
car. The piles were all sizes and shapes. As far as any material damage from 
inadequate blocking and bracing, I didn’t think that there would be any harm 
to the material from shipment. I did not see them load any of the cars, The 
bin parts were all in the car when I saw them. I made a spot check on bolts. 
As far as those in the cars, they weren’t opened at that time. I counted the 
rr of boxes, boxed separately for each bin, I couldn’t count the bolts in 
each box. 

On these three cars, I checked the galvanizing to see if there was any damage to 
any of the material, and I checked the vents to see if there were any defective vents, 
These vents were stacked on top of everything else. As far as checking of galvaniz- 
ing at that time, I didn’t check as to thickness. On one car, there were some vent 
parts that had cracks because of crimping. These were all removed and replaced. 
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After the inspection was completed on each car, I had the papers made up, 
typed, and signed. Mr. Block was with me at that time. I had already inspected 
the pilot bin but he was going to take over. He was with me so he would be 
able to take over and he might note any defects I might miss. As far as the 
inspection I had made on it, if there was any defect to it he would know about 
it at that time. It is a general policy that the inspector who starts will continue 
working and will pass on any information concerning the inspection procedures 
to his successor. Otherwise, there would be too many slips. 

Mr. Timberlake gave the instructions as to the language used in the inspection 
certificate. He made up a rough draft of it for me and that rough draft included 
the phrase ‘‘ Material in accordance with specifications and drawings of contract.” 
After checking the pilot model, I was sure that the parts would comply with all 
drawings and specifications because I had checked the measurements. I had 
checked the pilot model as far as dimensions are concerned, height, diameter. 
Of course, I don’t recall checking as to spacing of the holes at that time. That’s 
why I could say in the certificate that the materials met the drawings and 
specifications of the contract. 

I made up a rough draft of the certificate (DD-250) and then had B. S. & B. 
type it from my rough draft. After I counted the boxes, checked the galvanizing, 
checked the vents, I left the three cars and went back to the office and signed the 
inspection certificates and that completed the inspection on the three cars, 

Before completing the inspection on the three cars we went into the shop. All 
I can recall checking there is the curvature of the panel sheets with a template, 
some of the corrugations and the galvanizing. 

In checking the galvanizing, there were a lot of parts had dross on them. If 
there was any peeling of galvanizing, I checked on that. Because Mr. Molander 
brought that up that it was one particular thing to inspect at that time and also 
the corrugations of the wall sheets. There were a number in each of those sheets. 
I would check the number and width of sheets. I don’t remember whether I 
checked the distances between the bolt holes on the sheets. I checked the curva- 
ture with a template. This was a large piece of steel in a half moon. We set it 
down on top of the corrugated sheets. I can’t remember the radius of the arc 
on which this template was built. I think I only used one template in checking. 

I think I only checked with one template. I just spot-checked the sheets. 
It’s impossible to check each one. Every 15 minutes the manufacturer made a 
spot check on that. I would stop by and spot-check every once in a while. [| 
would check 2 or 3 and then go on to something else. I checked thickness of 
wall sheet with a micrometer. 

Some of the bolt holes on the foundation rings were filled with galvanizing. I 
checked those in the B. 8. & B. plant. These were coming in off the truck from 
the Rogers galvanizing plant. 

I checked the roof hatches and the dimensions were checked. There were 3 or 
4 defective batches. The soldering of the door was very poor, sides were broken 
loose. This was discussed with the contractor and correction was made. 

I didn’t use a template on foundation rings. B. 8. & B. was having trouble 
getting shipments of roof hatches from Gleaner at that time, I didn’t visit any 
of the plants fabricating parts for B, 8. & B. I didn’t check any purchase orders 
by B. 8. & B. for parts that went into the bins at any time. I didn’t check any 
dies being used to see if they conformed with the drawings. 

I didn’t check anything about footing pads. The only ones I saw were in the 
car. I didn’t check the corrugation on the foundation rings and I didn’t check 
the shop drawings as to foundation rings. I did discuss with B. 8. & B. the type 
of quality control measures they were to set up, and I didn’t either officially 
accept or approve these standards. 

I have reed the above statement and it is true in its entirety. I have been given 
the opportunity of making corrections and additions. I have initialed each sheet 
and have signed the last sheet. 

Epmunp 8. May. 

Witness: 

Joun T. MALoney, 
Special Agent, Compliance and Investigation Division, CSS, United States 
Department of Agriculture, Chicago 10, Il. 
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Exuisit No. 10 


Kansas City, Mo., May 20, 1956, 

I, Grover E. Olds, inspector general, GS-7, inspector of naval materials, Kansas 
City, Mo., make the following statement freely and voluntarily without threats or 
promises of immunity, to John T, Maloney, who has identified himself to me as a 
special agent, Compliance and Investigation Division, CSS, United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, and to Harold A. Houske, attorney, United States De- 
partment of Agriculture, knowing this statement may be used in evidence. 

I have been with the Navy 8 years now as inspector. I was with the Navy 
during the war. I attended the University of Illinois, mechanical engineering, 
for 3 years but I did not graduate. I was general service manager for Continental 
Motors, and field engineer for Wright Aeronautical; I have had three companies 
of my own before and after I left the Navy at the termination of World War II. 

About May 15, 1954, I was assigned to inspect the Black, Sivalls & Bryson bins. 
I was assigned this job by Mr. Timberlake who was in charge. He told me the 
usual thing—to go out and inspect the bins. The contract was running when I 
got out there. 

Mr. Timberlake told me what type of inspection to make. He told me to see 
whether the material conforms to the specifications and to the drawings, work- 
manship. That is different from ship loading inspection. I know I don’t put my 
name on any DD-250 unless material is in accordance with contract specifications. 

The contract specifications and drawings were out at the plant. he men had 
already been working on it. All I was interested in was the shipments I was to 
make. 

Incidentally, the drawings that came with the contract were not a very ade- 
quate set of drawings, in my opinion, to start with. There were not enough 
tolerances to start with. They were just general assembly drawings, You could 
take this set and make up a detailed set of drawings. There weren’t enough, 
tolerances in the parts to start with. I inspected 135 bins on May 15, 1954. 
There was a defect on the door—the hinges. They weren’t located properly so 
the door didn’t shut properly. I made a rejection on that whole first shipment, 
until rectified. 

The first thing I did when I got out to the plant was to check in with the inspec- 
tor who was there, Mr. Davis. We had a resident inspector there all the time. 
I was sent out there to help him in this work. The first thing I did was get the 
specifications read, then I took the drawings and checked them; then went out 
in the shop to see if the material conforms to the drawings. 

My rejection slips are made before anything goes into the car. Doing it as 
fast as we did, we couldn’t look over every piece, we had to spot check it. The 
particular cars I checked were not loaded at the time when I got to the plant. 
The last thing in the afternoon the company got the cars. The cars were loaded 
that afternoon and usually the next morning it was ready to ship. 

If I was in at the start of a contract, it would be more essential that I check 
the shop drawings to see if they conformed with the general plan then. This con- 
tract was running when I was out there. The first inspector would have done 
more than I would have. I assumed this part of it had been done. I did check 
the pilot bin unofficially, out of curiosity. I think it was a good job. It was set 
up with a perfect foundation to start with. I could see the footing pads. Then 
the foundation rings came on top of the footing pads. The floor was in the bin. 

I looked to see if they had to force anything to get it to go together. I had 
been out to Black’s before where we set up a pilot bin. That is the critical thing 
when it comes to assembling it—whether it will assemble without distortion. 

This door—a laymen or anybody else would notice that. They were hand 
assembled. The hinge on the frame was mounted by hand with riveting. That 
is where I spent a lot of checking at the time. I also checked the galvanizing. 
I was a little suspicious of that. 

Some of thé galvanizing is taken off with acid. That is done in a laboratory, 
of course, but that is the way we did it. Black, Sivalls has a station that does it. 

Curvature of the wall panel sheets was something we were widely interested in. 
We had a template. We knew how much our allowance was. The templat® was 
a half moon formed to a radius to conform with the contract requirements. As 
I recall it was on the low limit. The tolerance allowance was between 8 and 9 feet 
in are. I know we had a lot of discussion at the time about this when B. 8. & B. 
were trying to roll two wall panel sheets at a time. I am not sure, they had 
stopped doing that when I got there. 


65818—55——_19 
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Here is another rejection report I made out on the 17th. That was on this 
galvanizing. I said: ‘‘Galvanizing poor on foundation rings, holes filled with 
galvanizing, rough edges, warned Mr. Blessing must improve; doors poorly assem 
bled, contractor has taken steps to overcome latch. Does not match on over 
20 percent” (17th day of May). 

When the material is coming out of the rollers, that is where these men use 
this template. They stand the sheet on edge. So it is free. If you lay the wall 
sheet down, you will certainly get different results than if you stand it up. I would 
let it take its natural curvature and then push the template up into it. I watched 
their men check. I don’t know how often they checked. They didn’t check 
every one, 

I think they were subcontracting the foundation rings. All the galvanizing 
was done outside of the plant on these foundation rings. didn’t check the curva- 
ture on any foundation rings, and I didn’t check the corrugations on the founda- 
tion ring. I noticed that the top of the foundation ring was curved to a sufficient 
degree to permit affixing the first tier sheet by looking at that on the pilot bin 
when I started. That is the critical point. 

I don’t know whether they were making the footing pads at the plant. | 
didn’t ever take curvature measurements of them. I assumed that the bin was 
all right—what I was looking for was visual defects such as the plating—because 
after all, I averaged shipping 15 cars of material in a day and I didn’t have time 
to go into too much detail. 

I didn’t check any of the dies or any of the shop drawings, but I did go out to 
look at the pilot bin. I didn’t check any distance between bolt holes. I didn’t 
have anything to do with setting up the quality control standards. I took up the 
discrepancies with Mr. Blessing, QCM, B. S. & B., about the doors and the 
galvanizing. I told Mike Blessing, Mike told Tom Stanton, the chief inspector. 
Stanton came out and saw me and we went out and looked it over and he assigned 
a company representative to watch the doors. I went back several times to check 
to see that they were coming out all right. I worked on the 15, 17, 20, 21, and 22 
of May on the first contract. 

We inspected the cars to see they were loaded properly. We had to put 15 
bins to a car. There were complete units for 15 bins in each car. I checked the 
containers for nuts and bolts and counted the boxes, but I didn’t count the indi- 
vidual nuts or bolts. In my opinion they did an exceptional job of loading; they 
went overboard on the way they were packed. I don’t recall how many sheets 
they piled in a stack. One of those packing lists would show that. We include 
one with each DD-250. We would get this loading list and then check the car 
to see that the stuff listed there was in the car. he company had a checker 
right on the car. Then I checked it with him before I put the inspection certifi- 
cate in the car. All of my inspection was in the B. 8. & B. plant. I didn’t go to 
any other plants where parts were being fabricated. 

I have read the-above statement and it is true in its entirety. I have been given 
the opportunity to make corrections and additions. I have initialed each of the 
sheets and have signed the last sheet. 

GROVER E. O ps. 

Witness: 

Joun T. MAtoney, 
Special Agent, Compliance and Investigation Division, CSS, United States 
Department of Agriculture, Chicago 10, Ill. 


Exuisir No. 11 


Kansas Crry, Mo., May 20, 1955. 

I, Manson M. Angel, resident inspector (inspectcr general), GS-7, Kansas City, 
Mo., make the following statement freely and voluntarily without threats or 
promises of immunity, to John T. Maloney, who has identified himself to me as a 
special agent, Compliance and Investigation Division, CSS, United States De- 
partment of Agriculture, and to Harold A. Houske, attorney, United States 
Department of Agriculture, knowing this statement may be used in evidence. 

I have been an sinspector for naval materials 4 years next month. My previous 
inspection experience vas about 6 or 7 years with the Air Force inspecting air- 
craft. I have had engineering experience through an aircraft apprenticeship 
training and through various positions with the Air Force, requiring engineering 
decisions. 
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I had copies of the drawings and they were available to me when I started these 
inspections. We carried the blueprints that were on the bins with us. Each 
inspector had a copy with them. At the same time he had the privilege of asking 
for additional detail blueprints. 

I worked between two plants—the Vendo Corp. and Black, Sivalls & Bryson, 
We all had an office there. Fora while I spent quite a few weeks going to B.S. & B. 
The first time I ever had anything to do with these bins was probably May 17, 
although I couldn’t say for sure. My supervisor was Oscar Lage. 

He did not tell me what type of inspection was being run over there. That 
was not necessary. On most of our contracts we have to review the contracts 
thoroughly to get the necessary specifications and the necessary blueprints. From 
those specifications and from the contract we can go on with the job. We have 
different types of inspection. Sometimes a shipping inspection, sometimes a 100 
percent inspection, etc. The contract will generally show the type. This inspeec- 
tion was mostly spot checking inspection. Myself, I would spot check but I used 
it more or less on a basis of the sampling manual, MIL-STD105A. It is a statisti- 
cal method of sampling. The only reason I used this manual is to see for myself 
that I was giving adequate inspection. It was not necessary to use the manual 
but to make sure that I was giving the right amount of inspection I felt I would 
go by the manual. These bins were being shipped out disassembled. If they 
came up with 100 parts we will say, I pulled a few samples to represent that 
100 parts, and if the samples were good, I naturally accepted 100 parts. I spot 
checked every named part. I moved from one department to another to see how 
each operation was going. 

The wall-panel sheets, for example, were checked dimensionally and all sheets 
were checked for galvanizing. We checked dimensionally as to their several 
thicknesses by use of a micrometer. You have a line of boltholes. Those holes 
naturally have to check dimensionally—either use your scale or you have a gage. 
I cheek boltholes dimensionally for location. If I am not mistaken—I can’t say 
for sure—I think there was a tolerance allowance. We used a template, actually an 
inspection gage, to measure the are on the side sheets. These side sheets, they 
have a certain contour and this gage is on a contour—set the gage in the contour 
to see if you have a contour of the side sheet. The sheets did fit the curvature 
gage. I think at the most I didn’t allow over an inch. If it went over an inch 
we started giving them trouble. 

When they were sending these sheets through the production line they were 
rolling out two sheets. I saw them at different times rolling 1 sheet but I also 
saw them rol] 2 sheets. When they rolled 2 sheets they would have to set the 
rollers to meet the thicknesses. It should come out the same contour whether 
they rolled 1 sheet or 2, but they would have to set their rollers to meet thickness 
of the 2 pieces of steel. 

I can’t remember for sure, but I think possibly some defects in foundation rings 
were breaks in the boltholes. I used the inspection gage on them. Some ends 
would be bent. That didn’t hurt the foundation ring at all. Occasionally the 
flange would get bent. I don’t believe there was any assembly line on foundation 
rings. I don’t remember. I do remember that they were in the plant and they 
were sent over to Rogers to be placed. When they came back, then my inspection 
took over. They had a large area out where they piled this stuff. That was 
before they were stenciled. Each part was stenciled with part number. Before 
stenciling we would inspect them. Dimensional requirements were inspected. 
Several different times a section of the parts were cut off, naturally it destroved the 
part. It had to be done in order to get physical test of the plating. We were 
checking galvanizing. We would remove the plating off a 2-inch square of mate- 
rial; then weigh the piece of metal before and after plating was removed—in the 
laboratory—under my witnessing, and then we would also weigh the plating that 
came off. That way we could tell how much plating was on the material. We 
weighed it before and after and then calculated. It was based upon the amount 
of plating per square foot. In order to get that we had to calculate down to 
2 square inches or whatever it was—I think 2 square inches. 

The location of boltholes was measured. If I remember right, the top half 
corrugation of the foundation was corrugated. I can’t remember for sure, but I 
think it was corrugated. I did check to see whether or not that corrugation at 
the top overlapped one-quarter inch on the arc. 

Approximately 6 times I had 1 of these bins set up out in the plant in sections 
and, in order to do that, we had the No, | ring installed on to the foundation 
ring and the next section would be the No, 2 to the No. 1, and the next section 
would be the No. 3 to the No. 2, ete., in order to get each section bolted to each 
other. We were trying to see if the boltholes would line up. They did. 
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I was there about the 17th to the 21st. I wasn’t on the early contracts. Yes; 
there was a contract completed or going before I got there. As a matter of fact, 
I think the original bin was not up when I got there. The bin sections were erected 
at various times during the contract. No particular time. They were building 
them and putting them out fast and I couldn’t stay in one spot or take any length 
of time to get the whole bin erected. I would have to take it piece by piece. If 
I was in doubt about the foundation ring, naturally that is the one I would set 
up and see if it was all right. There were times that the material would be piled 
on the loading docks out in back, some of the sheets looked like they would be 
out of contour. I felt that being out of contour, boltholes wouldn’t line up. 
When we really examined a big load, maybe there would be 200 sheets stacked up, 
and it looked like maybe there would be a gap—maybe the sheets weren’t laid 
right in the piles. There were times they were out of contour. I am talking 
about the No. 1 above the ground, the one on the foundation. I never had any 
trouble with those being out of contour. The only trouble was bent flanges and 
cracked boltholes. I checked dies on parts fabricated at B. 8. & B. We had a 
template set up. You could lay the part down on it. If the holes fell within 
the master part, they are all right. The template is corrugated at the top, this 
was called a first part, so you could see if the corrugation would fit. Yes, sir. 
On these other sheets they were being built within the plant—they were stamped 
off on a die. We constantly checked those pins that punched the holes in the 
material to see that they didn’t let the material slip. They only had certain 
amount of material for so many cars. On the footing pads, I checked those by 
bolting them on to the foundation ring. I checked the are on them. I did not 
notice any distortion or binding, or anything. The only thing I found wrong is 
that the contractor, Rogers Plating Co., who gave us a lot of trouble, was over- 
plating. That would get in the holes and fill the holes up and get what they call 
feathers—plating feathers—or galvanizing feathers—and I had an awful lot of 
them sent back. I saw several footing pads where the crimping was more deeply 
crimped in the center of the ring around to about 8 inches from the end, then the 
crimping is shallow, but it wasn’t from the crimping. That was from the thick- 
ness of the plating. I had the opinion at various times that when they bolted 
footing pad and foundation ring together real tight it would stretch the corruga- 
tion. I would say it would make it stretch out straight. 

I always felt, although I felt it wasn’t my capacity to judge the designing of 
the bin, but I always felt when they tightened that down tight, one bolt at a time, 
it would stretch or go straight because of the compression of the bolt against the 
corrugation of the footing pad. If they started to bolt that foundation ring to 
the footing pad at one end, then it would have a tendency to force that footing pad 
into a straight line. When they put those up for me in the shop, after they got 
all the bolts in, they were tightened up and the diameter of the bin was measured. 
That was one of the main things I was interested in. I did not notice any flat 
spots in the side. -I selected the material they erected for me from various parts. 
I picked it out as samples and stamped it. 

There was some variation between the Government bin and the perfection bin 
in the interval between boltholes. I believe at the time I was out there, if I can 
remember right, I discussed it with Mr. Blessing and Mr. Stanton. I can’t re- 
member what they told me. I can’t be sure on it, but I think at the time they 
couldn’t get material for Government bins and they were using B. 8S. & B. “per- 
fection” bin modified to meet Agriculture requirements. When I received the 
contract file from my office, I believe, but am not sure, that there was a blueprint 
showing an 18-inch spacing between boltholes. 

I didn’t ever visit any of these other manufacturing plants where parts were 
being fabricated for the Agriculture bins except Rogers Galvanizing. have just 
checked the contract file that was approved by the contracting officer and they 
have a test report here submitted along with it for the bolts. feel sure we had 
a print showing 18 inches. I looked at the specifications before and during the 
period bins were being fabricated and at the drawings incorporated in the con- 
tract. They don’t specify whether a 9-inch spread is required. The only things 
specified is down in the corner, 9 inches plus or minus. 

A while back my office asked me to get a print showing the 18-inch bolthole 
spacing on the wall-panel sheets. I know B. 8. & B. had a drawing showing 18 
inches, that was not a shop drawing because the one I wanted to get I never could 


get. 
Nine-tenths of my time was spent in the factory. We had to go to the various 
departments to see that the a was going right. If the operations were 


going satisfactorily, you were bound to get g material except for damage in 
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moving materials. I would try to get in the cars that were being loaded at one 
time or another so that I could see them at various stages of loading. They load 
10 cars in the morning and 10 cars in the afternoon at times. We probably would 
average an hour on 10 cars. 

I have read the above statement and it is true in its entirety to the best of my 
memory. I have been given the opportunity to make corrections and additions. 
I have initialed each of the sheets and have signed the last sheet. 

Manson M. ANGEL. 

Witness: 

JouHn T. MALoney, 
Special Agent, Compliance and Investigation Division, CSS, United States 
Department of Agriculture, Chicago, Ill. 


Exurpsir No. 12 


Kansas City, Mo., May 20, 1955. 

I, August A. Block, Inspector General, GS-7, Kansas City, Mo., make the 
following statement freely and voluntarily, to John T. Maloney, special agent, 
Compliance and Investigation Division, CSS, United States Department of Agri- 
culture, and to Harold A. Houske, attorney, United States Department of Agri- 
culture, knowing the same may be used in evidence. 

I have been with the Navy 3% years. I had inspection experience prior to the 
time I worked for the Navy. I was with the Phillips Petroleum Co. for a number 
of years. I am not an engineer by profession. I had no scholastic engineering 
training. My first inspection was the 3d day of May. I was there with Mr. May. 

I had a conference with Mr. Timberlake before that time, and he told me to 
go out with Mr. May. I believe May had the contract files and plans the day 
when we left. I don’t remember whether I had some of them or he had all of 
them. When we got out to the plant we went into the service department, We 
went from there to this pilot model. It was rather chilly that day and they 
loaned us a frock to wear and we went out and climbed around this pilot model. 
We did some measuring of diameter and May already had been in on it previous 
to me and was trying to bring me up to date. I don’t remember examining 
footing pads or foundation rings, all 1 remember was the ladder on the inside 
and the way the floor was laid. We did quite a little talking about the door— 
the way it all fit and everything. The diameter of the bin was what it was sup- 
posed to be. I never noticed whether the floor turned up any at the edges. I 
don’t recall what the top half of the corrugation of the foundation ring looked 
like on pilot model. I was trying to get a picture in my mind as to how it would 
look when it got to the field. 

I don’t remember where we went from there, whether we went through the 
shop first or whether we went through where they were packaging the parts. I 
just don’t remember whether three carloads had already been filled. 

I don’t remember of any specific instructions from Mr. Timberlake. He might 
not have given me more than normal instructions since I was going with Mr. May. 
My instructions were to go with Mr. May. Any instructions received from 
Timberlake came to May. I picked up most of my instructions from May after 
I got out there. When I got down there, I spot checked some of the materials 
and the ladders after we got to shipping—lI don’t remember whether we shipped 
3 or 4 or 6 cars a day—maybe more than that some days. And we normally tried 
to watch the loading of material that was going in. I spent most of my time up 
and down the tracks, loading. When I would run into difficulty I would get 
hold of a Black, Sivalls man and go in the shop. Most of my time was spent 
concerning shipping. 

I actually made spot checks on the wall sheets where they were making the 
curves in them, I got to that more regularly than anything else—that and the 
parts—bolts and nuts. Regarding the wall sheets, I checked on the curve by use 
of a template. I don’t remember the radius of the template. It had been made 
to whatever the radius agreed with the contractor’s specifications. While we 
were in on this one particular thing, the first check I made here, they only had 
one template made which was for the maximum curve. Then they were running 
two wall sheets through at a time. I asked them to make another template. 
That is why we got the second template. I don’t know when we got the second 
template but it was within those first 2 or 3 days—maybe the second day—I don’t 
know. When 2 sheets came out, naturally they didn’t have the same curve so 
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we checked 1 with the maximum template and 1 with the minimum template and 
they were in tolerance. 

Other checking I did was where they were punching holes, checking the dis- 
tance from hole to hole against the drawing. I did make counts on the number of 
corrugations the wall sheets had, width of the sheet and the lengthof them. That 
was the extent of my checking on the sheets. I checked boxes of spare parts- 
bolts and nuts and doors—while they were filling them to see that it compared 
with the packing list that was going. I didn’t make a count of the bolts. We 
went by weight. There were, I think, about three different size bolts. They 
were separate sacks for each size, I believe. That would be 15 sacks of each set 
of bolts for each bin. 

I did nothing about setting up quality control measures that B. 8. & B. would 
follow and I do not know who did. I was never in the plants of subcontractors 
where they were fabricating the other materials. I did not examine their pur- 
chase orders. I did not see them fabricating any foundation rings, nor did I see 
them fabricate any of the footing pads for the foundation rings. I didn’t see 
anything done with respect to foundation rings or footing pads. The only time 
I saw the foundation ring was when it was in the car. I had 1 bundle of them 
removed from 1 car. There was no report made of it. I rejected it because one 
corner, it was plain to see, did not havea normal bend. At the end of this founda- 
tion ring sheet, it was bent too much. What made it show up was the space 
between sheets showed different curves and we had that one bundle set out. [| 
got hold of the loader and told him about it and then he went back to the office. 
In the meantime they pulled it out, replaced it with a good one, and I shipped it 
out. The one I pulled out sat there on the floor for 2 or 3 days—from then on 
I don’t know what happened to it. 

I don’t know who actually told B. 8. & B. what quality standards they had to 
set up. Our type of inspection depends a great deal upon the manufacturers’ 
quality control. I had dealings with Mr. Blessing about these bins, and he was 
the one I went to for anything that came up concerning the products. But later, 
to relieve Mr. Blessing of my running to him on some of these things, if I had 
any problem, the chief inspector (Stanton) was the one I went to. We had a 
few ventilators we made some changes on. 

I did not examine any of the dies. I did not go to Gleaner Harvester, Gresham 
Manufacturing Co., or Rogers Galvanizing. I don’t know of any other inspector 
who may have. 

I don’t remember seeing anything like the detail footing pad drawing The 
ring looked all right to me as far as.being of the same curve. In looking over the 
pilot bin, I did not see any flat spots, any peaks or points. 

I have read the above statement and it is true in its entirety. I have been 
given the opportunity to make corrections and additions. I have initialed each 
of the sheets and have signed the last sheet. 

J Avcust A. Biock. 

Witness: 

Joun T, MALoney, 
Special Agent, Compliance and Investigation Division, CSS, United States 
Department of Agriculture, 1212 North Lake Shore Drive, Chicago, [Il. 


Exuisit No. 13 


Kansas Crry, Mo., May 20, 1956. 


I, Joseph Davis, general inspector, grade GS-7, Kansas City, Mo., make the 
following statement freely and voluntarily without threats or promises of immunity 
to John T. Maloney, who has identified himself to me as a special agent, Com- 
pliance and Investigation Division, CSS, United States Department of Agri- 
culture, and to Harold A. Houska, attorney, United States Department of Agri- 
culture, knowing this statement may be used in evidence. 

I have 4 years of inspection with the inspector of naval materials, Kansas 
City, Mo, 

Insofar as my engineering experience, training, scholastically, is concerned 
the Missouri-Pacific Railroad where I served my apprenticeship had mechanical 
engineering type course which included mechanical drawing and consisted 
principally of mechanics and mathematics, airbrakes, and whatever a railroad 
machinist needed to know. Yes, the Missouri-Pacific had a correspondence 
school at Omaha, Nebr., and we had to send in at least two lessons a month, 
plus examination from apprentice instructor and on the job training. 
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When I first got out of the plant there were assembly drawings and specifica- 
tions there in the contract file. We also had Black, Sivalls & Bryson (hereinafter 
referred to as B. 8. & B.) shop drawings and specifications. 

I used their shop drawings. As I remember there was no detailed prints 
available—just assembly prints, so I had to go by B. 8S. & B. shop drawings. I 
spot-checked the wall-panel sheets against the drawings, the segments that make 
up the wall-panel sheets, and then I watched them spot check as they ran them 
through their machinery and equipment and punched the holes. I checked some 
ventilator caps, and noticed that in the pressing operation they were slightly 
torn from being pressed, which I called to the attention of my supervisor, and 
they were checked into, and a recommendation of repair was made. My imme- 
diate supervisor at that time was John Timberlake who assigned me to this 
inspection job. I don’t remember his exact words about the nature of the in- 
spection. The instructions he most generally gave svere check the blueprints 
and check the specifications—that was standard instructions, and those are 
probably the instructions he gave me when J went out there, and check for 
contract requirements. That was about May 12, 1954. 

I probably got the contract file from John Timberlake or it was probably 
passed on to me by the previous inspector. I don’t recall right now. Mr. 
Block and I were out there at the same time, I believe. He passed on any infor- 
mation I needed to know on what he had observed. He showed me the radius 
gages they were using to check radius of the circles. I believe it was made out 
of sheet metal and the wide part of it was about 26 inches and sort of crescent 
shape. It was a 9-foot radius. It is more or less just a half moon. It took two 
men to hold it right against the panel. I believe the wall-panel sheet was stand- 
ing on edge and we took the gage right up on to it and checked it. We inspected 
the sheet between the corrugation at various elevations. We didn’t reject any 
wall-panel sheets because they met that gage within the permissible tolerance. 
There were 2 templates, 1 for the low limit and 1 for the high limit on the arc. 

There was a foundation ring buried on the ground. I made a visual inspection 
of foundation riags outside of the car as to the galvanizing. I did not use a 
template on the foundation rings at all. The only time I recall foundation rings 
being assembled was on the pilot model. As far as I know, no check of the 
curvature of the foundation ring was made by me. I will have to say I don’t 
remember if we checked to see if the corrugation on the top of the foundation ring 
was proper. If I had seen one where the top corrugation was not formed, I 
wouldn’t have accepted it. The way the material was stacked and the way I 
saw it in the car, the upper rings were visible and the foundation rings, they were 
probably placed under it so I doubt very much if I could have actually seen it 
in the car. I don’t remember making any inspection of the footing pad. I 
remember seeing footing pads in the car. 

I also inspected perfection bins. They shipped these bins out between the 
26th and 28th of May. I was out there on the 27th of May and signed the inspec- 
tion certificates on the perfection bins. When I came out there to check perfec- 
tion bins on May 27, Angel had been out there 1 day already. I took over from 
him. I believe the perfection bin was different gage material. And again I am 
not quite too sure. I think there was a little difference in the wall-panel sections. 
I don’t remember anybody telling me that the 18-inch boltholes spacings were 
proper, but they were according to B. 8. & B. shop prints. What I remembered 
most was that the Perfection bin was the company’s regular product that they 
would sell to regular customers. I checked through the contract but I don’t 
remember all the details of it. 

In my inspection of the grain bins, I more or less looked for deviations or ciffer- 
ences like where parts had been damaged, if the plating was all right, if it was 
properly galvanized. Most generally when they were stacked in the car ready 
for shipment, you could tell by the way they were stacked whether they were 
all the same, and you could tell if there was any damage. If there was, they 
didn’t stack properly. I wouldn’t say most of my checking was in the car. One 
common check I had was to check to see how they had been packed in the car. 
The panels were stacked into boxear one at a time by hand. When I went into 
the plant to check I stressed checking the panel sheets after they came off the 
rollers to get radius. I checked to see if the galvanizing came off on rollers or 
left any spots, and watched the press punch the holes in the end of the sheets. 
I took a few of the bolts to see if they would actually fit the holes. The bolts 
had been certified by B. 8. & B. as to meeting specifications. I don’t remember 
counting the number of bolts that were put in the boxes. 
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I do remember Mr. Spencer of B. S. & B. calling my attention, that he was 
having to ship out some long bolts and it was his opinion the erecting contractors 
used the long bolts where it was easy to use them instead of using short bolts. 
He was the contractor’s representative at that time in charge of grain bins. 

I also had dealings with Mr. Blessing. He is the quality controls manager 
with B. 8. & B. I believe I called his attention to the tears in the ventilator 
caps. About the only things I recall having trouble with were the crimping 
operation on the ventilators. I have reviewed the file dealing with the B. 8. & B. 
grain bins. I believe at that time, I am not too sure about this—the statement 
was made by B. 8. & B. that they were furnishing their own grain bins and that 
is what they were supposed to supply on their bid. The only discussing I recall 
was that they were going to supply their own grain bins. 

I didn’t go into any other plants in connection with B.S. & B. bins. Close to 
80 percent of my time was spent in checking the material in the plant on these 
perfection bins, watching them roll the sheets, punching the holes, and checks 
like that. I spent about 45 minutes to an hour inspecting the cars. I released 
10 or 13 cars out there a day. 

I have read the above statement and it is true and correct in its entirety. I 
have been given the opportunity to make corrections and additions. I have 
initialed each of the sheets and have signed the last sheet. 

JoserH Davis. 

Witness: 

Joun T. MALONeEY, 
Special Agent, Compliance and Investigation Division, CSS, United 
States Department of Agriculture, 1212 North Lake Shore Drive, 
Chicago, Ill. 


Exursit]No. 17 


FOLDING OF 
CORRUGATIONS 


FOUNDATION RING — 


Yi 
| 
| 


AS MANUFACTURED AS ERECTED 


O. K., B. F. Locraft, 8-3-55 


B. 8. & B. interpretation of Department of Agriculture specifications in the 
fabrication of the foundation ring. 
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Exuisit No. 18 


RING NOI RING NO) 


WALL € FOUNDATION 
DIAMETER 


y FOUNUVATION RING CORRUGATED 
i“ TO SUIT WALL RING 


FOUNDATION RING 
FOUNDATION RING 


(A) AS SPECIFIED CORRECT CONSTRUCTION 


U.$.0.A. PLAN 3323 
“FGRKS DRAWING 


O. K., B. F, Locraft, 8-38-55 


Department of Agriculture interpretation of correct method of fabrication and 
erection of foundation ring. 
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Exuisit No. 19 
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United States Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Plant Industry, Soils and 
Agriculture Engineering, Division of Farm Buildings and Rural Housing, 
Cylindrical Metal Grain Bin, April 1954, No. 3323, sheet 1 of 4, approved 


Wallace Ashby (signed), 
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Exuisit No. 20 


Unirep States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
CommopitTy STABILIZATION SERVICE, 
Washington 25, D. C., August 1,1955. 


Hon. Joun L. McCuieuan, 
Chairman, Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations. 


Dear SenatOoR McC.Le.uan: Pursuant to telephonic request of Mr. L. J. 
Duffy, the following information is furnished concerning Black, Sivalls & Bryson, 
Ine., grain bins allocated to Illinois: 

Defective bins reported by Illinois with memorandum dated April 19, 1955: 


Total number of bins reported defective (out of the 1,000 bins allocated to 
this State) Chanel 
Categories of defects and number of bins involved in e: ach ¢: utegory: 
Wrinkled body sheets ones 
Rusty sheets-__-_-- : 287 
Loose and missing pins or bolts cae ite 159 
Light gaps in sheets ner 102 
Poor fit on floor BERN 45 
Flat spot on foundation ring oa - 5 Abd » Paden wee 22 
Bin sheet too low in ground- iin hla b 46 
Bad foundation (gaps at beams)___._________- s ss hice 13 
Door gasket improperly installed ; i + 
Excessive reaming of bolt holes_____-__-_-- iting ace een aw sgeukeeitl 3 
Broken and missing latches or hinges-_-- 2 
Inadequate foundation fill. _.......___- me bis ; 18 


It will be observed that not all of the bins in each category contained defects 
which are necessarily attributable to manufacturer. It will also be observed 
that the total by categories exceeds the number of bins involved for the reason 
that some bins have been reported with defects in more than one category. 

Sincerely yours, 
Marvin L. McLain, 
Director, Grain Division. 


Exuipsir No. 23 


Fretp Trip Report 

Date: June 12, 1954. 

By: N. P. Clarke. 

Date of visit: June 11, 1954. 

Plant or lease visited: Reno County, Kans., White Side and Plevna sites. 

Purpose of visit: To investigate erection problems of 3,300-bushel bin, United 
States Department of Agriculture. 

Personnel contacted: Mr. Havely, Superintendent of N. F. English Construction 
Co.; Mr. F. E. Goodenough, county PMA chairman. 


SUMMARY 


Ref. No. 3071 Sales Division request. Mr. Chapman K. 8. ASC office com- 
plaint. 

1. Improper fit of horizontal seams. 

2. Holes around top of sheets just under roof. 

The contractor was having two problems: 

(a) Poor fitting seams. The radius of the sheets was either too tight or incon- 
sistent and the holes were not exactly on the corrugation ridges. 

(b) Holes aléng top edge of top ring. A careful check of the installation at the 
Plevna battery of approximately 60 bins was made and indicated that all sheets 
on the site were punched. 

ACTION 


(a) The writer agreed that B. 8S. & B. M0 furnish any additional bolts 
required to fill the holes under the roof. (B. & B. bins have always been 
furnished with this extra punching and Soe” ‘caused no previous complaint: 
indicating that this solution is normal.) 
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(b) The bins required peening and caulking on the horizontal seams about 
6 to 12 inches either side of the vertical joints, to make the bins grain tight. 
The superintendent of the construction company agreed that they would handle 
this work as part of the erection and that they could possibly improve on their 
methods on subsequent bins. 

(c) Mr. Goodenough had been concerned with the possibility that the extra 
holes were an indication of erroneous assembly. The writer discussed each of his 
questions and assured him that the contractor was proceeding with good judgment 
and could furnish grain-tight bins with dispatch. 


Distribution: 
C. A. Siver 
H. A, Ruysser, Jr. 
Bernard Sullivan 
H. E. Manuel 
File. 


Exuisir No. 24 


Fretp Trip Report 
Date: August 27, 1954 
By: Paul Clark 
Date of visit: August 24, 1954 
Plant or lease visited: Nobles County, Minn. ORD site, 75 bins and Reading 
site, 120 bins. 
Purpose of visit: Complaint from field to Minnesota ASC Office. 
Personnel contacted: Don McIntyre, Harold Borchinding, of Ralph Construc- 
tion Co. 
SUMMARY 


The contractor was erecting bins as described in the alternate erection instruc- 
tions except that the placement of the floor was the last operation. This was 
necessary to meet Government specifications on fill and should be so stated in 
our instructions. 

A mechanical ditch digger was being used that was digging a level and round 
excavation 6 inches wide. 

The assembled foundation ring and footing pad was then “pried” into place 
making a rough looking ring without much peening and grouting. 

It was decided that the footing pads tight radius was the worst aggrevation. 

(It should be noted that a sweep was used as recommended.) 

Shortages were indicated on metal screws, %-inch long bolts, and nuts; a 
substitution was required for 2-inch bolts to 24-inch bolts (8 per bin). 


ACTION 


1. Mr. Bud Purpus was notified of bolt problem and will ship bolts immediately. 
The contractor agreed to return any excess bolts. 

2. Shortages of body sheets are appearing but will be held until the job is well 
along in order to hold down the number of shortage claims. 

3. The contractor was advised by the writer to flatten the corrugation ribs at 
the site in order to enlarge the radius of the footing pad. The contractor will 
advise B. 8. and B. of the apparent cost of the operation and negotiate a suitable 
cost to B. 8. and B. 

This operation was to be completed using a gage to insure a proper radius. 


DISCUSSION 


The bins as a group were good with the exception of the footing pad and the 
foundation ring. The increasing of the pad radius to specification will speed up 
the ring setting and rounding but in the future, besides closer watch on the pad 
fabrication, a method of holding or restriking the foundation ring is indicated 
for ease of erection and a better appearing bin at the ring joint. 

This contractor was going to assemble the entire bin on jacks before setting. 
The writer’s opinion was that the precision ditching would make this operation 
practical but informed the contractor that a check with an internal sweep should 
be made before filling since past experience indicated that trouble could be 
encountered at this point. 

All indications were that a better appearing bin would be erected since no 
mating assembly would be done with this method. A heavy rain bogged down 
the job and prevented the writer from being able to see the floor placed. 
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The writer inspected several bins and was asked for criticisms which a few 
were offered and measures were taken for correction. A detail inspection of 
each bin was not practical but it might be noted that bin No. 10 from the north- 
east corner of the Reading site was selected as ‘‘not good” and the contractor 
arranged for a crew to return to the site to rework the unit. 

Mr. Don McIntyre was interested in a number of small buildings to be used 
along gas pipelines that are to be built in this area and should be sent literature 
and prices with quantity discounts for bidding a job to be let in a few weeks. 
This information should be sent to the Luverne, Minn., office. 


Distribution: 
Bud Purpus 
Harold Manuel 
Henry Leonard 
C. A. Sivers 
Max Kunert 
File 


Exuisir No. 27 
[From the June 19, 1955 edition of The Des Moines Register] 
Bin Trousites Few 1n Iowa, ASC Reports 


PROUD OF CONDITION OF STORED CORN 
By J. 8. Russell 


The Government has 180 million bushels of corn stored in Iowa and the State 
agricultural stabilization and conservation (ASC) committee is proud of the 
record on the condition of this corn. 

More than 98 or even 99 percent of the corn—stored mostly in round steel bins 
over the State—will grade No. 3 (above average) or better. 

Iowa has experienced comparatively little difficulty with faulty bins. 

Reports of an investigation in Washington, D. C., regarding bins, inspection 
and corn condition do not apply to Iowa except in minor instances, according to 
Dwight Meyer, Iowa ASC chairman, 


10WA’S SITUATION 


Here is the situation as he sized it up after discussion with other committee 
and staff members: 

Present corn condition excellent. 

Corn under constant rigid inspection. 

Only minor difficulty with the 18,000 steel bins purchased in 1953 and 1954, 

No bins have brust in Iowa, leakage of grain is no problem and no grain has 
been lost through any fault in bin consvuruction or erection. 

None of the asphalt type calking compound which caused trouble in several 
States was used on aluminum bins in Iowa, although strong pressure was brought 
by Department of Agriculture employees to force its use here. 

Most of the bins purchased by the Government in 1953 and 1954 were erected 
by county ASC committees. 

Of the 2,000 B. S. and B. hand bins purchased for erection in Iowa, only 123 
have shown any defective fabrication and the Department of Agriculture is asking 
the manufacturer to replace defective parts. 

The Iowa State committee has let all contracts on competitive bids for all work 
or materials bought in connection with the grain storage program over which it 
has jurisdiction. 

No major difficulty has been experienced in Iowa on the small number of 
wooden bins bought and erected in Iowa in 1953 and 1954, although the main- 
tenance work sad costs have been excessive on the wooden bins erected prior to 
1953 


The 123 B. S. and B. bins which were reported as in need of fixing haven’t 
caused any loss of grain. Mostly it has been that the lower rings of the steel bins 
do not fit perfectly and it is feared that trouble might develop later. It has been 
possible to pull the round sheets of steel together and bolt them without having 
any crinkling or fooding of the steel sheets. 
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Some reports to the congressional investigating committee had indicated 
trouble elsewhere with this make of bin, 


MINOR TROUBLE 


The percentage of trouble with bins has been very small and mostly of a minor 
nature, although nearly 20,000 bins have been purchased in 1953 and 1954 to use 
for storing corn acquired by the Government under its price support responsibil- 
ities. 

The 11,000 aluminum bins bought in 1949 at a time when steel was scarce have 
provided the basis for some real headaches. 

It seems that when corn is stored in this type of bin, moisture frequently forms 
on the inside of the bin and a corrosive action sets in. 

It was to repair this type of bin that certain individuals then connected with the 
Agriculture Department insisted that a certain type of asphalt calking compound 
be purchased and applied. 

RESISTED PRESSURE 


The lowa committee then was headed by Marvin McLain, formerly of Brooklyn, 
Iowa, who now heads the Grain Branch in Washington. McLain and the other 
committee and ASC members are said to have resisted strong pressure to buy this 
particular type of gooey calking compound—or else. 

Most of the surrounding States did buy it, and to their sorrow. 

There were several reasons why McClain and the others refused to be pressured. 
They objected to the fact that the material was not to be bought on the basis of 
competitive bids, for one thing. 

McLain and Harold Brightwell of the ASC commodity staff inspected some 
bins in Minnesota, where it was being used, and didn’t like what they saw. 

Then, too, the biggest fabricator of aluminum in the United States advised 
against it. 

WORK ON BINS 


And what is being done with these aluminum bins that are going bad? 

Steel bands are being used at the lower part of the bins to replace the corroded 
aluminum. 

The inside of the bins are being painted with aluminum paint in compliance 
with the recommendations of the manufacturers of aluminum. 

The paint and other materials for repair and maintenance of these bins are 
being obtained on the basis of competitive bids, according to Meyer and his 
associates at the State ASC office. 

They are not disposed to discuss the matter but some of the Iowans believe that 
the burden of proof should be on the Department of Agriculture in Washington to 
explain why all the pressure to buy one particular kind of calking compound 
without taking bids and without any authentic recommendation. They are 
mighty glad now that they stuck to their guns and resisted the pressure. 


REGULAR INSPECTION 


The present excellent condition of the worn which is stored in Iowa—all 180 
million bushels of it—is attributed in part to the regular inspection schedules being 
carried out. 

Most of this grain is in round steel bins, although some is stored in wooden bins, 
some in aluminum, some in quonset type structures and some in flat top structures. 

Each county in the State has a county storage bin superintendent and he has 
several men under him whose duty is to make regular inspections of the bins and 


Exuisit No. 28 


FieLtp Trip Report 

Date: May 20, 1954. 

By: H. R. Leonard. 

Date of visit: May 14, 1954. 

Plant or lease visited: Parsons, Kans., and vicinity. 

Purpose of visit: Investigate contractor’s complaint regarding difficulties in erec- 
tion of Government grain bins. 

Personnel contacted: Messrs. Ray Shackelford, Frank Shackelford and Robert 
Shackelford. 
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SUMMARY 


Erection contractor complained that our roof sections were more difficult to 
erect than those of our competitors due to: 

1. Loose stiffener strips. 

2. Design of the roof anchor clip. 

3. Field punching of the top ring of body sheets to receive the anchor clips. 

Contractor also complained of certain manufacturing errors and shortages as 
outlined under “‘Discussion”’ below. 


ACTION 


In connection with the present production, it is recommended that inspection 
be “tightened up” to minimize manufacturing errors and shortages in material. 

For future orders, it is recommended: 

1. The roof clip be redesigned in line with the standard detail. 

2. The top ring of body sheets be pre-punched for the roof clips. 


DISCUSSION 


In company with Mr. Ray Shackelford, the writer visited a number of erection 
sites in the southeastern part of Kansas. At the sites, we contacted Messrs. Frank 
and Robert Shackelford who are in actual charge of the erection. Both Frank 
and Robert Shackelford have had experience in previous years erecting Govern- 
ment-type bins manufactured by our competitors. Several of their foremen have 
also had previous experience in erecting grain bins under Government contract. 

At each of the sites visited the complaints were approximately the same; namely, 
that our roof was much more difficult and tedious to erect than that of other 
manufacturers. This is due, in part, to the stiffeners being furnished loose this 
year rather than spotwelded to the ribs as we have done in the past. However, 
the principal cifficulty appears to be in the design of our roof anchor clip and the 
omission of prepunching in the top body sheet to receive this clip. The situation 
is somewhat aggravated by the relatively deep canopy at the edge of our roof, 
making field-punching of the holes difficult after the roof is in place. Estimates 
varied widely as to the actual additional time required to erect a B. 8. & B. roof 
as compared to other manufacturers’, the most conservative estimate being 8 hours 
additional time. The writer is inclined to discount this figure somewhat based 
on discussions with some of the workmen actually installing the roofs. Undoubt- 
edly, some additional time is required, in the writer’s opinion probably in the 
neighborhood of 4 to 5 hours. 

Field-punching of the holes for the roof clips is in accordance with the USDA 
specification and no error or liability is chargeable to B. 8. & B. as a result thereof. 
However, some of the other manufacturers (notably Butler, Kirby & Columbian) 
are prepunching these holes. From all available information it is my opinion 
that prepunching of the holes for the roof clips, coupled with design of a new 
roof clip substantially in accordance with the standard USDA detail, are desirable 
features and would eliminate many complaints relative to erection of the B. 8. & 
B. roof. The roof rib is at present being redesigned in accordance with the USDA 
detail, thereby eliminating the necessity for the stif"ener strips and that source of 
complaint. 

The contractor also complained that he had encountered certain fabrication 
errors and shortages as follows: 


Errors in fabrication 
1. Vertical seams in foundation ring not punched, 10 sheets. 
2. Name stenciled upside-down on top ring sheet, 8 sheets. 


Shortages of material (24 bins at 1 site) 

1. One door assembly. 

2. Ten standard length body sheets. 

3. One top body sheet with name. 

4. Three hardware boxes with no bolts. 

5. Small shortage of long bolts (%» inch by 3 inches) throughout. (Probably 
long bolts were used in places not specified to aid in taking up manufacturing 
tolerances. ) 

Distribution: 
C. A. Siver 
H. E. Manuel 
M. G. Purpus 
W. C. McCool 
File 
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Exurpsit No. 29 


Fietp Trip Rerort 

Date: August 23, 1954. 
By: N. P. Clarke. 
Date of visit: August 21, 1954. 
Plant or lease visited: Henderson County, and four surrounding sites, Illinois. 
Purpose of visit: To investigate the reason for complaints of county committee. 
Personnel contacted: Bert Huff, Roland Abel, contractor; Jim Snodgrass, com- 

mittee chairman; Jim Clark. county inspector. 


SUMMARY 


The bins inspected were reported to be out of level. At the various sites 
inspected it was found that the bins were leaning and not perfectly round. 


ACTION 


At a meeting of the group listed, the contractor and inspectors arrived at an 
agreemert that the contractor would follow the erection instructions, using a 
sweep to level the excavation and a sweep to round the foundation ring while 
tamping the fill. 

The bins completed were deemed acceptable and instructions were issued by 
the contractor to carry out his end of the agreement. 


DISCUSSION 


The contractor (due to labor arrangements) was building the entire bin sus- 
pended from A frames and lowering the entire assembly and then tamping. 
This does not assure a level bin nor around one. The above was the result. 

The foundation rings were flattened in the car and are aggravating the erection 
problems of rounding the bin. 

Distribution: 

Bud Purpus 

Harold Manuel 
Henry Leonard 
C. A. Sivers 

Max Kunert 

File 

CONFIDENTIAL TO B. 8. AND B. 


The entire complaint was started when the inspector requested the contractor 
. fill the bin to the level of the foundation ring with sand as noted on the B. 8. and 

. print. 

Phe writer had no Government reference prints to check the B. 8S. and B. 
drawing so was forced to agree to call the contractor to check the print Saturday 
night, and a call was promised Monday afternoon. This conversation was with 
the contractor only. The contractor had referred to the Butler instructions 
which do not agree with the B. 8. and B. print. The B. 8. and B. print agrees 
with the Government specification. See Cylindrical Metal Grain Bin dated 
April 1954, No. 3323, sheet 1 of 4. 

The inspector then began to get critical of the level and roundness of the bin. 
It is the writer’s unsaid opinion that the sand level of the floor is strictly a detail 
problem, but the foundation ring level and tamping is of the utmost importance 
and the contractor was so informed that proper measures should be taken. 

The contractor impressed the writer with the fact that the foundation rings 
were coming out of the car in poor shape, which was aggravating the rounding 
of the foundation ring during erection. 

The writer was shown the rings at a site that the material had been placed but 
no work started and did see flattened rings. 

A suggestion was made by the contractor that a reinforcing rib or increased 
lap might help solve the problem. 

Distribution: 
Bud Purpus 
Harold Manuel 
Henry Leonard 
C. A. Sivers 
Max Kunert 
File 
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Exuisir No. 30 


Fretp Trip Report 
Date: August 4, 1954 
By: H. R. Leonard 
Date of visit: August 2 and 3, 1954 
Plant or lease visited: Butler and Dickenson Counties, Kans. 
Purpose of visit: Investigate 540-1 grain bins for damage under load. 
Personnel contacted: Manuel Penn and James C. Jackson in Butler County; 
Merle Hill in Dickenson County. 


SUMMARY 


Investigation at four sites shows that “bowing-out”’ of the bottom ring has 
occurred on a number of bins at each site. At one site, Dillon in Dickenson 
County, two of the bins showed vertical collapsing of the corrugations just above 
the foundation ring. 

ACTION 


It is recommended that the body sheets with collapsed corrugations be replaced 
with new 18-gage sheets. In connection with the body sheets:-which show bowing 
it is recommended that another inspection be made in 4 to 5 weeks to determine 
if any additional bowing has occurred. 


DISCUSSION 


A. Accompanied by James C. Jackson, bin site supervisor for Butler County, 
the writer inspected bin sites at El] Dorado, Douglas, and Elbing, Kans. 

1. El Dorado: 8 bins had been erected, 6 of which were full of grain. All 
of the six filled bins showed “bowing out’’ to some extent. Two of these 
bins were bowed sufficiently to be quite noticeable. All 8 of the bins had 
been erected on filled land, the fill varying from zero to 18 inches to 20 inches. 
The two bins showing greatest evidence of bowing rested almost entirely 
on fill. 

2. Douglas site: 28 bins had been erected at this location; 3 of the bins 
were empty; and 13 bins showed varying degrees of bowing-out. On 8 of 
these 13, extent of bowing was so slight that close examination was required 
to note any deviation from true round. On only one bin was bowing very 
pronounced. None of the bins at this site were bowed to the extent of the 
two bins at E] Dorado discussed under item 1 above. 

3. Elbing site: Of the 39 bins at this location, 11 bins have noticeable 
bowing at one or more points in the bottom ring. There are 15 additional 
bins which the A. C. 8. supervisor had listed as “slight damage.”’ As in the 
case at Douglas, any bowing in the bottom ring of these 15 bins was so 
slight that close examination was required to note same. 

B. In Dickenson County, the writer met Merle Hill, USDA inspector, at the 
bin site near Dillon, Kans. At this site, where 24 bins are erected, 2 of the bins 
showed evidence of collapsed corrugations just above the foundation ring. On 
1 of these bins, two adjacent bottom ring sheets had collapsed corrugations; the 
second bin showed 1 bottom body sheet in such condition but to a lesser degree. 
Eighteen other bins at this location, upon close inspection, showed slight evidence 
of bowing-out as in the case of the bins inspected in Butler County. There are 
seven other sites in this same county were no such conditions have arisen. 


CONCLUSION 


It is the opinion of the writer that the ‘‘bowing-out” of the bin sidewalls is due 
to uneven settlement of the foundation ring, thereby causing a concentration of 
load at the affécted parts of the bottom ring. It is not believed that any failure 
of the bins is indicated; however, if additional settlement should occur due to a 

rolonged rainy season or other cause, the situation might become more serious. 
t is, therefore, recommended that another inspection of the bins be made at some 
later date to determine if additional bowing has occurred. 

In connection with the two bins with collapsed corrugations, it is very difficult 
to check thickness of metal from the one exposed edge available. However, it 
appeared that the damaged sheets may have been 20 gage rather than the 18 gage 
specified on the erection drawings. Since the bins were full of wheat, it was 
impossible to check the part numbers on the body sheets in question, so that I 
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was unable to determine whether it was an erection error or an error in marking 
in the shop. (Body sheets, with the exception of the one just to the left of the 
door, are interchangeable from a dimensional standpoint). Empty bins at the 
various sites were checked and it was found that the proper body sheets had been 
installed in those cases. In this case, as with the “bowed” body sheets, I do not 
feel that there is danger of actual bin failure. However, from the standpoint of 
appearance and the resulting public relations, it is recommended that the damaged 
body sheets be replaced with new 18 gage sheets as soon as the bins can be un- 
loaded. At that time, determination could be made as to whether any error had 
occured on the part of the Erection Contractor or in marking on our part. 
Distribution: 

C. A. Siver 

M. G. Purpus 

W. C. McCool 

H. E. Manuel 

File 





SUPPLEMENTAL DATA 


No. 1 


Mr. Kenneth W. Lineberry, president, Black, Sivalls & Bryson, 
Inc., Kansas City, Mo., testified before the Senate Permanent Sub- 
committee on Investigations on August 3 and 4, 1955, during the 
hearing on grain bins, Department of Agriculture. (See pp. 150 and 
195, this volume.) He subsequently informed the subcommittee that 
he wished to clarify an answer on page 151, indicated by footnote 1, 
as follows: 


I have had an indirect stockholder interest in Black, Sivalls & Bryson, Inc., 
for a long time, but have actually been a stockholder for only a short time. 


No. 2 


Mr. M. G.-Purpus, general manager of sales, steel products division, 
Black, Sivalls & Bryson, Inc., Kansas City, Mo., testified before the 
Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations on August 3 and 
4, 1955, during the hearing on grain bins, Department of Agriculture. 
(See pp. 152 and 195, this volume.) He subsequently informed the 
subcommittee that he wished to correct an answer on page 211, indi- 
cated by footnote 2, from ‘‘Yes, sir’ to ‘No, sir,’ inasmuch as he 
mistakenly thought that Senator Mundt had asked “And you felt 
that the article was fair?” rather than as he actually asked it. 


No. 3 


Unirep States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
CommMopitTy STABILIZATION SERVICE, GRAIN DIVISION, 
Washington, D. C., June 15, 1955. 
Mr. J. Durry, 
Investigator, Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Durry: Pursuant to your telephonic request, enclosed herewith is 
report of the field trip of Mr. Bernard F. Locraft with reference to grain bins 
purchased from Black, Sivalls & Bryson, Inc. 

It is requested that this document be treated as an official document and not for 
release or publication at this time. This request is made in order to facilitate our 
handling with the manufacturer. 

Very truly yours, 
Marvin L. McLain, 
Director. 


Bernarp F. Locrart, 
Washington 7, D. C., May 27, 1955. 
Re examination of storage bins, Grain Division (CSS) CCC, Department of 
Agriculture. 
Unitep States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
(Attention Mr. Marvin L. McLain.) 

GENTLEMEN: On April 13, 1955, I met with a group of Department of Agri- 
culture personnel in the office of Mr. McLain in Washington and was briefed 
on the problem of the failure of steel grain bins furnished by the firm of Black, 
Sivalls & Bryson, Inc. (B. 8. & B.) under purchase order contracts Nos. 270 and 
278 made in the year 1954. 
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On April 25, 1955, I met in the office of the Department of Agriculture on the 
8th floor at 623 South Wabash Avenue, Chicago, Ill., with representatives of 
the Department from Washington and from the several States in the Grain Belt 
where the B. S. & B. bins as well as those from other suppliers were erected. 
At that meeting, general discussion was heard on the difficulties and problems 
encountered in the erection and maintenance of the bins. It was noted that 
there was a marked similarity and uniformity in the reports made, no matter 
which State was discussed, 

On May 6, 1955, I left Washington, D. C., to examine B. S. & B. bins in detail 
at several sites in Illinois, Kansas, lowa, and Minnesota, accompanied by several 
representatives from the Washington office and by local Department personnel 
at each bin site visited. On May 14 I returned to Washington from that in- 
spection trip. 

During that time, a bin was dismantled and reassembled at Rochester, near 
Springfield, Ill.; at Abilene, Kans., a dismantled bin was measured in detail; at 
Manhattan, Kans., the perfection type B. 8S. & B. bin was examined; at Webster 
City, near Des Moines, lowa, detailed measurements were made of a bin which 
had not been assembled and was still in its original package and condition as 
received from the manufacturer; and also at this location bins erected by Depart- 
ment personnel were examined; at Alleman, Iowa, near Des Moines, bins erected 
by Department personnel were examined; at Ames, Iowa, test procedure was 
observed and test bins examined; and at Revere, near St. Paul, Minn., a bin was 
dismantled and measured in detail. In this extended tour through four States 
and at the different locations mentioned, an opportunity was had to examine bins 
which had not been previously handled or erected; bins which were dismantled 
and reassembled; bins which were in place as erected both filled and empty; and 
bins dismantled under personal supervision. In every instance, the defects in 
fabrication were consistent and practically identical, while the erection faults 
were evident and were varied depending upon the competency of the workmen 
engaged and time consumed in putting the bins together. During the investiga- 
tion, many photographs were made by a photographer from the Department. 
These pictures tell much more than the written report and each supplements the 
other to support the consistency of the deficiencies. 

Attached is a detailed account, in topic form, of the observations made at the 
several sites: 


RocHEsTeR, SANGAMON County, ILL., NEAR SPRINGFIELD, ILL. 
BIN SITE NO. 468 


Examination of B. 8. and B. bin, CCC-—216970, dismantled at Carthage, III., 
bin site No, 402 and partially reerected at Rochester. 
Present: Messrs.._Molander, Fisher, Maloney, Postlethwaite, four assistants of 

Mr. Fisher, and Mr. Locraft. 

Time: 1:15 p. m., May 7, 1955. 
Photo Comment 

N 15200 Photo taken with plumb line at joint of foundation ring pad at sheet 
No. 6 at foundation sheet. It shows one-half inch out of plumb in 
height of sheet. 

N 15201 Photo taken as above shows 1 inch plus out of plumb at first bottom 
ring sheet. 

N 15202 Photo shows scallop of about one-half inch at joint in foundation 
ring pad. Bolt missing. 

N 15203 Photo shows flattened plate and plumb line and rule inserted where 
top ring overlaps at ring 3. Note bolt missing at foundation ring pad, 
at joint not shown in photo. 

N 15204 Photo shows bulging and flattening of corrugation scalloped founda- 
tion ring. Sheet No. 3. 

N 15205 Photo shows flattened foundation ring sheet with level rod held 
against it. Rod is tangent from 3.2 feet to 2.2 feet at ring 3. Should 
be tangent only at a point. 

N 15206 Photo shows that plane of face of corrugations does not carry down 
to foundation ring from lower sheet. Joint of sheets 2 and 3. 

N 15207 Photo shows distorted joint at top of foundation ring, scallop at 
foundation pad and missing bolt. 

N 15208 Photo shows mismatched holes and enlarged holes at joint of sheets 
1 and 2 of bottom ring. 





Photo 
N 15209 


N 15210 
N 15211 


N 15212 
15213 


15214 


15215 
15216 
15217 
15218 
15219 
15220 
15221 
15222 
15223 
15224 
15225 


15226 


(pad 
No. 2) 


N 15227 
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Comment 

Photo shows open space in foundation pad which does not close or 
meet under sheet 5. 

Photo shows overlap in foundation pad at sheet 4. 

Photo shows V-shaped opening typical where:scallop effect is evident 
Sheet 2. 

Photo shows measurement of length of radius rod as 8 feet 9% 
inches. 

Shows center of door radius 8 feet 10% inches at bottom of founda- 
tionring. Station 6. 

Shows station No. 1 at first joint clockwise radius 8 feet 10% inches. 

Shows station No. 14, midway radius 9 feet % inches. 

Shows station No. 2, second joint radius 8 feet 10% inches. 

Shows station No. 244, midway radius 8 feet 10% inches. 

Shows station No. 3, third joint radius 8 feet 9% inches. 

Shows station No. 34, midway radius 8 feet 1114 inches. 

Shows station No. 4, fourth joint radius 8 feet 115% inches. 

Shows station No. 44, midway radius 9 feet % inch. 

Shows station No. 5, fifth joint radius 8 feet 11% inches. 

Shows station No. 5%, midway radius 8 feet 10% inches. 

Shows station No. 6, sixth joint radius 8 feet 9% inches. 

Shows flattened condition of foundation ring, pad, and bottom ring. 
Corrugations at top of foundation ring sheet flattened rather than 
continuous corrugation as per shop drawing, thus forcing bottom 
sheet outside on a tangent so as to miss holes. 

Foundation pad No. 1 holes on 8 feet 2% inches. radius, shop draw- 
ing shows 8 feet 11% inches radius, 

Foundation pad No. 2 holes on 7 feet 6 inches radius, shop drawing 
shows 8 feet 11% inches radius. 

Foundation pad No. 3 holes on 8 feet 2% inches radius, shop drawing 
shows 8 feet 11% inches radius. 

Foundation pad No. 4 holes on 8 feet 2% inches radius, shop drawing 
shows 8 feet 11% inches radius. 

Foundation pad No. 5 holes on 8 feet 2% inches radius, shop drawing 
8 feet 11% inches radius. 

Foundation pad No. 6 holes on 8 feet 8% inches radius, shop drawing 
shows 8 feet 11% inches radius. 

It was observed that every end set of holes was scalloped in about 

about one-half inch to 1 inch. 
Foundation ring sheet No. 4 bent on 9 foot radius reasonably close. 
Photo shows irregularities of top of sheet where corrugation should 
have been formed. There should be half of corrugation recessed 
one-fourth inches, instead there is full one-half inch corrugation 
recessed and top is not corrugated. 

Foundation ring sheet No. 4 detailed measurements, beginning at 
the top left outside at junction between 3 and 4. 





Measured Shop 
spacing drawing 





Inches Inches __ 
0 feet at edge of sheet. __ link ae i a ta a 2 1h4 
0 feet 2 inches at center Ist hole __._-. 93§ 934 
0 feet 1134 inches at center 2d hole___............-.------ all 9%e 934 
1 foot 81346 inches at center 3d hole {Pipes a 9546 934 
2 feet 6% inches at center 4th hole_-_-__- : bo sede 934 934% 
3 feet 344 inches at center 5th hole cial bd 96 934 
4 feet 01546 inches at center 6th hole-._--....__- 934 93% 
4 feet 10%¢ inches at center 7th hole__---_-- ; Lauces sous ane 9746 934 
5 feet 734 inches at center 8th hole bata 9%6 934 
6 feet 5%46 inches at center 9th hole na ‘ 934 934 
7 feet 2%6 inches at center 10th hole. ....-.-_....-- begin 934 934 
7 feet 11156 inches at center 11th hole. -_. geky Notgeot 93% | 934 
8 feet 96 inches at center 12th hole , i | Oe | 938 
9 feet 654 inches at center 13th hole__.....-.........--..-.-.---- 1%6 1% 
9 feet 71546 inches at edge of sheet ae 


115! %6 115 
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Photo Comment 
Beginning at the bottom left outside at junction between 3 and 4 
for holes in bottom of outstanding leg. 


| Measured Shop 
| spacing drawing 


| Inches Inches 
| 2 


0 feet at edge of sheet__. 1% 
0 feet 2 inches at center Ist hole sith pe 934 93% 
0 feet 1134 inches at center 2d hole. -__- ‘ : 9% | 934 
1 foot 834 inches at center 3d hole des bean 934 934 
2 feet 6% inches at center 4th hole_- is. sate caall 9% 934 
3 feet 33% inches at center 5th hole_-__. oe : 9% | 934 
4 feet 034 inches at center 6th hole | 934 
4 feet 10% inches at center 7th hole bag shea ium 934 
5 feet 744 inches at center 8th hole ‘e ‘ j . 934 
6 feet 4% inches at center 9th hole : 934 
7 feet 244 inches at center 10th hole____. a ‘4 934 
7 feet 1156 inches at center 11th hole__-_- thc ad ae 93% 
8 feet 9 inches at center 12th hole_.-._. ; : | 9% 
9 feet 644 inches at center 13th hole i. ; ‘ | 1% 
9 feet 734 inches at edge of sheet } 





Total... # ae eee eens 11534 


Foundation ring sheet No. 4: 9 feet 4% inches center to center 
bottom holes (not in bottom of leg); 9 feet 4% inches center to center 
top holes (not in line top row). 

Foundation ring sheet No. 1: 9 feet 4% inches center to center 
bottom holes (not in bottom of leg); 9 feet 45 inches center to center 
top holes (not in line top row). 

Detailed measurement on bottom ring sheet No. 5, beginning at 
junction 4 and 5 at top. Sheet No. 5 fitted 9-foot radius for bend. 


Measured Shop 
spacing drawing 





Inches Inches 
@ Gent wb often at Grete ic. 35 <des cies oo ecw ss <del sikmensains 24% 
0 feet 244 inches at center Ist hole _____ ieee 93% 934 
0 feet 1156 inches at center 2d hole_________- 1 9He 934 
1 foot 96 inches at center 3d hole___.-...._._.....-------.----. 9%6 934 
2 feet 644 inches at center 4th hole -_---- age 976) 936 
3 feet 3'546 inches at center 5th hole ..__..........-...--..---.-. 936 | 936 
4 feet 15{6 inches at center 6th hole ____- 1S Seer = he 93% | 934 
4 feet 10! {6 inches at center 7th hole 23. roith. 976) 936 
5 feet 8% inches at center 8th hole .._....... Ssiainlioas gig 96! 938 
6 feet 5%e6 inches at center 9th hole -_._____.-_--- : oa 936 | 936 
7 feet 21546 inches at center 10th hole _____-_- sua 93% | 
8 feet {6 inch at center 11th hole ___................-..-..--.--.} 976! 
8 feet 934 inches at center 12th hole -__-..--- soncsiedall 934 
9 feet 744 inches at center 13th hole _-............--- Sel 2 
9 feet 9 44 inches end of sheet whi | 


Te eS 117% | 11644 


Bottom of sheet No. 5 measured 9 feet 4% inches center to center 
outside holes. 
Vertical holes measured 3115. inches center to center between top 
and bottom holes. 
Photo shows tractors lined up at Rochester, Ill., bin site. 
N 15293 


ABILENE, Dickinson County, Kans., NEAR MANHATTAN, Kans. 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE YARD 


Examination of B. 8. & B. bin, CCC-196034 dismantled at Dillon, Dickinson 
County, Kans., bin site No. 3. Purchase No. 270. Parts of bin were measured 
and examined in detail in the yard at Abilene. 

Present: Messrs. Molander, Chapman, Maloney, Postlethwaite, five assistants 
of Mr. Chapman, and Mr. Locraft. 

Time: 9:30 a.m. May 9, 1955. 





GRAIN BINS—DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 305 


Tabulation of measurements of gage of metal by Mr. Molander with microm- 
eter: No. 16 gage galvanized sheet, 0.064 inch based on 2%-ounce galvanizing; 
No. 18 gage galvanized sheet, 0.052 inch based on 2%-ounce galvanizing. 

Sheets are numbered and referred to counterclockwise from door. 


Foundation ring sheet: Inch | Bottom ring sheet: Inch 
Si . 0. 068 ¢} Bs ee 0. 055 

072 (2) hres 8a , 055 

. 070 (3) wake ve . 055 

. 065 Sees soak - Sse eas . 054 

. 064 (5) - - en aiaee . 054 

. 068 SPL xii iowa Pb. . 054 


It was observed that there was plastic caulking compound at vertical joints 
on bottom ring sheet. 

In general, the foundation ring sheet was fabricated so that top corrugation 
does not conform with corrugations of bottom ring. The sheet is flattened at 
top so it is not on true are, and is bent out. 

The foundation pad is scalloped in at ends of sections. 

The bottom ring sheets are squashed and flattened out of shape and trueness. 

The foundation ring sheet rests on packed earth at bin site on crimped founda- 
tion pad. 

The sections observed do not rest evenly on foundation soil so that when rings 
are drawn together to be bolted, the pad is distorted and does not bear evenly 
on foundation material. 

The holes at top of foundation ring sheets are uniformly distorted and strained, 
showing evident difficulty of getting bolts into bottom ring sheets. The holes 
measured one-half inch wide, not true circles, but distorted. 

The holes in bottom of bottom ring sheets measured seven-sixteenths inch to 
one half inch and show evidence of distortion. 

The holes in top of bottom ring sheets measured seven-sixteenths of an inch in 
diameter and show occasional evidence of distortion and reaming to make bolts fit. 

The holes at ends measured 2 feet 81% inches vertically center to center. 

Photo Comment 
N 15228 Foundation ring sheet No. 0 where door is at center of sheet. 

Centerline bolt holes in foundation pad 9-foot, 24-inch radius, showing 
flattened top, out of plumb. Scalloped ends. 

Y 15229 Foundation ring sheed No. 1 counterclockwise of door. Centerline 
bolt holes 8-foot, 9-inch radius, showing flattened top, scalloped ends, 
and straight section near center and out of plumb. 

15230 Foundation ring sheet No. 2 centerline bolt holes 8-foot 2%-inch 
radius, showing collapsed top corrugation and scalloped ends. 

Y 15231 Foundation ring sheet No. 3 centerline bolt holes 8-foot, 94-inch 
radius, showing distorted and straightened corrugation at end, scal- 
loped pad and binding of top of sheet where bolts from joint in bottom 
ring sheet were forced in order to insert bolts. 

15232 Foundation ring sheet No. 4 centerline bolt holes 7-foot, 10-inch 
ie radius, showing wavy ragged condition of top of sheet. 
15 } 


15234 Same ring sheet, showing distorted bolt holes bulged and enlarged. 


15235 Foundation ring sheet No. 5 centerline bolt holes 9-foot, 4%-inch 
radius, showing distortion at top at joint where vertical joint bottom 
“—~ where was forced into top of foundation ring sheet to get bolts in. 
ottom ring sheet No. 1, counterclockwise at door sheet is upside 
down. Fabricated on 8-foot, 3-inch radius. Photo shows sheet 
flattened and corrugations sprung. 
15237 Bottom ring sheet No. 2, upside down. Fabricated on 7-foot, 3- 
inch radius. Photo shows corrugations folded at end. 
15238 Bottom ring sheet No. 3, upside down. Fabricated on 8-foot, 0-inch 
radius. Photo taken to show folded corrugation. 
(4) Bottom ring sheet No. 4, upside down, fabricated 9-foot, 2-inch 
radius. 
() Bottom ring sheet No. 5, upside down, fabricated 7 foot, 6 inch 
radius. 
(?) Bottom ring sheet No. 6, upside down, fabricated 8 foot 6 inch 
radius. ; 


15236 


1 No photo. 
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Center to 
center end Overall 
bolt holes in | length sheet 
horizontal sheet 
joints 


2 


oo ofc CO CO: 


in. Ft. in. 
4' 6 9 8% 
4% 9 9% 


5 9 10Ke 
41546 9% 


454 8He 
436 7H 


45% 836 
4%6 71546 


Bottom ring sheet No. 4: 
Top--- 
a 
Bottom ring sheet No. 5: 
Top. 
Bottom _.- -- - . 
Foundation ring shee 
Top oe 
Bottom ms es 
Foundation ring sheet No. 3: 
I a ee eal 
Bottom 


Foundation pad measured 4 inches wide. Bolt holes 2% inches in 
from outside face. 

Foundation ring sheet has top bolt holes down 1% inches from top 
of ring sheet. 

Bottom ring sheet has top bolt holes down from 1 to 1%» inches 
from top of sheet. 


MANHATTAN, Ritey County, Kans. 
MANHATTAN BIN SITE NO. 4 


Examination of B. 8. and B. bins, perfection type, No. 270 purchase. These 
bins were erected andin use. One was empty but had been used. 

Present: Messrs. Molander, Chapman, Maloney, Postlethwaite, Kent, and 
Locraft. 

Time: 1:45 p.m., May 9, 1955. 


General observations 
The ladder rungs on top are missing, or are not galvanized. The ladder is over 


doors, in most cases. The bins are set in terraces. Scalloped and flattened effect 
general on most bins, opeD space calked with rags. 


Long bolts used with nuts on outside. Foundation ring evidently not painted 
with asphalt paint up to top of sheet. 

Looked up at eaves from inside and could see daylight through. There are 
many places where corrugations do not coincide. There are many places where 
holes are elongated and not closed or protected. 

Most of the bin walls are not plumb and true. The top of corrugation of 
foundation ring is hot turned to conform with corrugation but is straight and 
practically vertical. 


Interior of bin CCC No. 198447 
The ladder inside is hanging about 3 inches above floor and is not fastened to 
floor. 
There is a nail hole in top of ventilation cap. 
The eaves are open at roof. 
Bolt heads are on the inside with no washers provided. 
A ledge is formed around junction of rings where grain collects or spills out. 
The floor does not fit at walls, either uniformly or at all. 
The vertical joints are open and daylight shows through. 
Long bolts were used and bin sides are scalloped or flattened. 
The slide at door sticks 
The cap on top is painted yellow. Only one like it at this site. 
Photo Comment 
N 15239 CCC No. 198449: Level rod in photo is plumb. It shows irregu- 
larities in bin wall. Note wide spacing of bolts in horizontal joints. 
Note wide spacing of bolts in horizontal joints measure 18% inches 
center to center to 18% inches center to center, vertical 32 inches center 
to center. 
N 15240 CCC No. 198450: Level rod in photo is plumb. 
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Photo Comment 
Y 15241 CCC No. 198445: Photo shows two types of calking used to seal 
where horizontal joint was drawn in at scalloped places. Calking 
done with rags and compound filler and long bolts were used with 
nuts on outside. 

CCC No. 198446: Photo shows galvanizing missing and enlarged 
holes where nuts are on outside without washer and long bolt being 
used. Note folding corrugation at bottom. 

Photo shows flattening of bottom ring sheet and elongated hole 
as well as long bolts used. 

Photo shows condition at vertical joints where short sheet cor- 
rugations do not match and where bottom lap is open 

CCC bin No. 198432: Photo shows folding of top of bottom ring 
sheet and scallop. Second ring sheet is carried by bolts. 

CCC bin No. 198431: Photo shows outward bulging of second ring 
sheet and extra bolts added by ASC bin-site employees. Bin reported 
to have been filled, emptied, bolted, and refilled. 

CCC bins No. 198454 and 198455: Photo shows that ladder on 
roof of bin No. 198454 on left has one rung missing and second one 
from bottom ungalvanized; while photo of bin No. 198455 on right 
shows that third and fourth rungs on roof ladder are not galvanized. 
This photo also shows that nameplate sheet is either not over door 
or missing entirely, and that roof ladder is directly over the door, 
making inside ladder under hatch interferring with removal of grain. 
Many cases have hatch about halfway over door. 


Wesster City, Hamitton County, Iowa Near Des Mornzgs, Iowa 


Examination was made in yard at Webster City of bin which had not previously 
been assembled, but which had been assigned to bin site No. 342. This particular 
bin was known as B. 8. & B. order No. S-37185. It was listed under B. 8. & B. 
bin order GR-—(P)-3, August 25, 1954, signed by George P. Wilson, county office 
manager. 


Present: Messrs. Trick, Greenfield, Johnson, Guthrie, Postlethwaite, and 
Locraft. 
Time: 5 p.m. May 10, 1955. 


Photo Comment 
| 15248 Photo shows stockpile of material before being taken to site for 
erection. Note wavy condition of top of foundation ring sheets and 
fact that they have not had asphaltic paint applied. 
15249 Foundation pad No. one and one-sixteenth inches thick. Radius 
of bolt holes 8 feet 10% inches. Ends not sealloped, holes elongated. 
% x 4 inch slots 9% inches center to center. 
15250 Foundation pad No. 2, radius of bolt holes 8 feet 44 inches. 
1 15251 Foundation pad No. 3, radius of bolt holes 8 feet 4% inches. 
15252 Foundation pad No. 4, radius of bolt holes 8 feet 10% inches. 
15253 Foundation pad No. 5, radius of bolt holes 8 feet 4% inches. 
15254 Foundation pad No. 6, radius of bolt holes 8 feet 6% inches. Note 
scalloped ends. 
15255 Typical foundation ring sheet. Holes radius 8 feet 3% inches 
and varies as photo shows. Note scallop at far end. 
15256 Typical bottom ring sheet. Radius 8 feet 10 inches to outside of 
corrugations, Note flare at bottom near figure 9 feet 0 inches. 
15257 Photo shows condition of foundation ring sheet, taken before, with 
special note of wavy condition of top and flattened corrugation. 
| 15258 Photo shows warp of sheet out of plumb. 
Foundation ring sheet Yo inch thick, % inch round holes, 1% inch 
edge distance. Bottom measures 9 feet 7'%.— inches out to out, 9 
feet 4% inches center to center holes. Top measures 9 feet 7!%6 
inches out to out, 9 feet 4% inches center to center holes. Vertical 
holes measure 2 feet 0 inches center to center. 
Bottom ring sheet 4.» inch thick, % inch round holes, 1% inch edge 
distance. Bottom measures 9 feet 9% inches out to out, 9 feet 4'%6 
inches center to center holes. Top measures 9 feet 9%. inches out-to - 
out, 9 feet 4% inches center to center holes. Vertical end holes 
measure 2 feet 7% inches one end. Vertical end holes measure 2 feet 
7% inches other end. 
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Examined B. 8. & B. bins erected at site No. 342, bins Nos. 160676 
to 160669. 

It was reported these bins were erected by Department of Agri- 
culture personnel. 

Noted flattened foundation ring sheet and gap at top of meeting 
of foundation ring sheets. Some holes forced and not sealed. The 
vertical alinement is wavy. 

This job looks like man who was supervising for CCC knew what 
he was doing. Bins look best of any seen so far. 


ALLEMAN, lowa, NEAR Des Mornes, Iowa 


This bin site at Alleman is the one west of the town and contains a group of 18 
bins, No. 163652, ete. 

Present: Messrs. Molander, Trick, Maloney, Postlethwaite, and Locraft. 

Time: 11:30 a.m. May 11, 1955. 

This visit and examination was made on the return trip from Ames, Iowa, to 
Des Moines. At Ames, the testing laboratory was visited by those above listed 
together with university personnel and the test then in progress on sloping bin 
walls of corrugated siding under corn pressure was observed. This is original 
research and quite important results should be obtained. 

At Ames, also, there were seen several steel bins erected and under observation 
and test for a period of years. 

The following comments were noted regarding the bin site at Alleman, west of 
town: 

The roof hatch is generally just to right of unloading door. 

The foundation ring sheets have bulged out at joints. 

3in No. 163657 is filled with No. 53 corn crop. 

The bins are generally well erected. 

The corrugation is flattened at rear of foundation ring sheet on bin No, 163645, 
and the bolts missed the holes which were not calked. 

No photos were taken at this site. 

Also at rear of bin No. 163639, the bolts missed the holes and the holes were not 
calked. 


REVERE, Repwoop County, MINN., Near St. Paut, MINN. 


Examination was made of B.S. and B. bin obtained under the No. 270 purchase 
and erected at bin site No. 41512. The bin was numbered 183395. The bin site 
is located on the edge of the town of Revere. 

Present: Messrs. Van Sickle, Hoven, Demlo, and two assistants, Harnack, 
Hoxtell, Scharfe, Postlethwaite, and Locraft. 

Time: 12 noon, May 12, 1955. 

Photo Comment 

15259 Photo shows entire bin looking northwest. 

15260 Photo shows entire bin looking northeast. 

15261 Photo shows bin detail at bottom looking northeast. 

15262 Photo shows bin detail at bottom looking at bulge in foundation 

ring sheet. 

hoto shows thin asphalt paint and bulge at joints in foundation 
ring sheet. 
hoto shows ladder inside bin joining at floor. Bin was dismantled 

in part. It was observed that as bolts were removed in order to 

fasten lifting hook, that the bottom of four holes did not match evenly 

by one-sixteenth of an inch whereas the top hole remained true. The 

movement was noticed by eye. 

. 15265 Photo shows first joint in foundation ring clockwise from door, 
excavated to show scalloped foundation ring pad and missing bolt. 
Hole shows and bolt at each side also shows. 

Y 15266 Phote shows foundation ring pad out of plumb about 2 inches in 
height of sheet. 

. 15267 Photo shows same as N 15265 at first joint counterclockwise from 
door. 

15268 Photo same as N 15266 above. 

15269 Photo shows mismatched holes in verticai joint after bolts have been 
removed at second joint counterclockwise from door in bottom ring 
sheet. 


2% ZAAZ 


15263 


7. 


15264 
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Photo Comment 
15270 Photo shows overall activity of exposing foundation ring sheet. 
15271 Photo shows mismatched holes in vertical joint of bottom ring sheet 
at third joint counterclockwise from door after bolts have been 
removed. 
15272 Photo shows vertical joint in foundation ring sheet and bolt missing 
in foundation ring pad at third joint counterclockwise from door. 
15273 Photo shows vertical joint as in N 15272 at fourth joint counter- 
clockwise from door. 
15274 Photo shows general view of exposed foundation sheet looking 
towards fourth joint. 
15275 — Photo shows general view as in N 15274 looking towards third 
joint. 
15276 Photo shows detail view down on fourth joint counterclockwise from 
door. 
15277 Photo shows vertical plumbness on fourth joint counterclockwise 
from door. 
15278 Photo same as above on third joint counterclockwise from door, 
15279 Photo shows scallop at foundation ring second joint counterclock- 
wise from door. Note missing bolt and difference of planes of pad 
and leg. 
N 15280 Photo shows above and condition of plumbness. 
. 15281 Photo shows as above. Note bulge of foundation ring sheet at top 
joint. 

15282 Photo shows scallop at foundation ring pad fifth joint counter- 
clockwise and second clockwise from door. 

15283 Photo as above showing plumbness. 

Y 15284 Photo shows general condition on top of foundation ring looking 
east after 2 bottom ring sheets have been removed. 

N 15285 Photo as above looking west. 

Y 15286 Photo of inside of foundation pad at third joint counterclockwise 
from door showing distortion. 

15287 Photo same as above. 

15288 Photo shows inside of foundation ring pad at fourth joint counter- 
clockwise from door showing spread of pad at opening. 

Bottom ring sheets and foundation ring sheet measured one- 
sixteenth inch thick. 

15289 Photo shows general condition of soil under foundation pad immedi- 
ately after removal of pad. Soil soft and loose under pad. Tight 
and hard on each side. 

Foundation ring sheet: 
Out to out bottom holes 9 feet 713. inches; 
Center-to-center bottom holes 9 feet 4'\%., inches; 
Vertical distance between holes at each end 24 inches center 
to center. 
Bottom ring sheet to right or west of fourth joint counterclockwise 
from door: 
Top of sheet out to out 9 feet 9%» inches, center to center bolt 
holes 9 feet 41%.» inches; 
Bottom of sheet out to out 9 feet 9% inches, center to center 
bolt holes 9 feet 41%» inches; 
Vertical distance between holes at east end 2 feet 7% inches 
center to center; 
Vertical distance between holes at west end 2 feet 7'%» inches 
center to center. 
é Bottom ring sheet to left or east of fourth joint counterclockwise 
from door: 
Top of sheet out to out 9 feet 9% inches, center to center bolt 
holes 9 feet 4% inches; 
Bottom of sheet out to out 9 feet 9 inches, center to center 
bolt holes 9 feet 4% inches; 
Vertical distance between holes at east end 2 feet 7'%» inches 
center to center; 
Vertical distance between holes at west end 2 feet 7% inches 
center to center. 


te: ae een a. De 
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Photo Comment 

N 15290 Photo shows bottom ring sheet east of fourth joint, radius 9 feet. 

N 15291 Photo shows bottom ring sheet west of fourth joint, radius 8 feet 
6 inches. 

N 15292 Photo shows foundation ring pad between third and fourth joints, 
radius 8 feet 2% inches. 

N 15293 Photo shows distorted end of foundation ring pad and ring sheet. 

N 15294 Photo shows partially dismantled bin and crew of Department of 
Agriculture who assisted. 


From an analysis of the foregoing observations and notes taken at each bin 
site, it may be stated that there is no inherent defect in the design of the bins. 
In all instances the defects are obviously either of a fabrication error, of an erec- 
tion error, or a combination of the two. As may be noted from the detailed 
observations of each bin examined and as shown in the photographs, the material 
as fabricated is not of a uniform manufacture. Obviously, therefore, it would 
be quite difficult to obtain an erected bin to conform with the contract plans and 
specifications. Also, in addition to the faulty fabricated material, there are 
many instances noted and photographed where the erection did not comply 
with contract plans and specifications. 

In the matter of the faulty fabrication, most of the deficiencies are visibly 
apparent. The warped sheets, the scalloped foundation ring pads, the omission 
of the completed corrugation at the top of the foundation ring sheets, and the 
meager galvanizing at intervals are all easily seen to be deviations from the 
shop drawings. The discrepancies in center-to-center distances between bolt 
holes could have been noted had a pilot model been assembled at the point of 
fabrication. Likewise, any variation in radius of bend of the foundation ring 
sheet and foundation pad could have been easily determined in a pilot model as 
being of a serious nature when it came to erection. There was no specified 
tolerance in the radius of bend for the foundation ring sheet, or foundation pad; 
there was a tolerance specified in radius of bend for the wall sheets. 

The faults in fabrication became magnified at time of erection. A review of 
the detailed measurements of center-to-center distances between bolt holes at 
ends of sheets indicates approximately %-inch increase over the distance deter- 
mined and shown on the shop drawings. With the number of sheets comprising 
the foundation ring and the upper rings, it is readily computed that the holes 
will creep three-fourths to five-eighths inch in the circumference and mismatch 
the joint by that amount when the last sheet is installed to meet the first. Fur- 
ther, when the radius of bend of the sheets themselves is not constant and uni- 
form, it becomes readily obvious that erection of a band of sheets of 8 feet 6 
inches to 9 feet radius over a band of sheets of 7 feet 6 inches to 8 feet 3 inches 
radius presents a problem trying to get the bolt holes to match up on the sheets 
which have to be sprung into shape. The use of long bolts probably was the 
simplest treatment of the problem at the time. The scalloped, flattened, bulged, 
and uneven faces of the bins are visible in practically every bin. 

The erection of the bins was done in some instances quite creditably but in 
the majority of cases it was carelessly done without any reference to the contract 
and specification requirements. Many of the bin floors were too close to the 
grade of the ground outside of the bins, indicating that required backfill under 
the steel floors was not provided. In many instances, the bolt heads were placed 
on the inside of the bins, leaving the bolt holes unprotected from the outside 
weather because of no washers under the nuts, in spite of specification require- 
ments that the bolts be placed with heads and washers on the outside. Several 
bins were erected with different gage metal in the same ring, thus forming open 
joints due to different weight of metal at corrugations. A common observation 
was that the roof hatches, ladders, etc., were so located as to interfere with the 
use of the bottom door. (Mr. Locraft read the remainder of this report into the 
record of the hearings. See p. 30.) 
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No. 4 


CoLorapo Strate OFFIce, 
New Custom Hovss, 


Denver 2, Colo., June 18, 1964. 
Mr. ALLEN R. Fun«K, 


Program Specialist, Colorado State ASC Office, 
Room}2, New Custom House, Denver 2, Colo. 


Dear Mr. Funk: After reviewing the partly erected wood bins at Intermoun- 
tain bin site, I have the following comments and recommendations: 

1. Framing lumber used seemed to be of satisfactory quality. 

2. Wall sheathing consisted of 1- by 6-inch shiplap equal in quality to a poor 
grade of No. 3 common Douglas-fir, and does not meet with our specifications. 
There were numerous knotholes up to 2 inches in size and also loose knots that 
may in time fall out. This material may be of sufficient strength but does not 
provide for a graintight bin. 

In view of the above findings, I recommend that the inside of the wall sheathing, 
between the wood rings, be lined with continuous strips of corrosive resistant sheet 
metal, 


Very truly yours, 
E. G. MoLaNnpDER, 


Senior Agricultural Engineer, Farm Building Section, Agricultural 
Research Service. 


No. 5 


Unrtep States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION, 
St. Paul 1, Minn., June 25, 1954. 
To: Marvin L, McLain, Director, Grain Division. 
From: Henry G. Bolstad, member, Minnesota State ASC Committee. 
Subject: Lloyd R. Reeve bin material. 


With reference to your telegram of June 23, 1954, raising questions as to the 
quality of the lumber used in the Lloyd R. Reeve, Inc., bins. The undersigned 
has just completed a quite thorough inspection of the above-mentioned material 
and finds the following: 

The material used in the roof, that is both rafters and sheathing that goes 
under the asphalt roofing, are of material that is relatively free from knots. 
It is a soft, white pine lumber that does not readily crack when nailed. This 
material is precut at the factory to fit each piece having its certain place in the 
assembly of the roof, and it appears that this job of fitting is well done. Some 
of the rafters are somewhat warped when they come out of the package, but 
the method of assembly is such that each piece is pushed into place, and the 
assembled roof presents a very nice appearance both from within and from 
without. The material in the grooved boards that form the sheathing on the 
walls is not as good material as that in the roof. There is a considerable number 
of knots in this material, and some of the knots have fallen out, leaving holes. 
There is no appreciable warping in this material and if there were when fitted 
on would all be straightened out. 

he lumber used in the laminated rings on the inside of the sheathing is 
relatively free from knots, and seems to readily form into shape. There is 
in all material, except the rafters for the roof, some overrun. The man in 
charge of erection estimated that the overrun would amount to around 5 or 6 
percent. They are, therefore, in a position to discard pieces that are too weak 
from knots or too badly warped so that the material used is more or less sorted 
into place out at the bin site. 

In Lyon County, where this material was inspected, we saw the operation 
at three bin sites. At one site all work was completed. Those bins had been 
accepted by the county committee and it would be my opinion that the bins 
would be considered acceptable. We thoroughly checked them both on the 
outside and on the inside. They completely blackout, and with the amount 
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of steel rings to hold the bin together it would appear that they would, in a 
satisfactory manner, hold grain and protect it against the weather. At two 
sites we saw bins in all stages of construction, and also bundles of material as 
unloaded from the freight cars. These bins are of such a design that assembling 
and constructing requires some ingenuity on the part of the people doing the 
work, and so far as the work has progressed in bieonenatla we believe material 
and operation is reasonably satisfactory. 
Henry G. Botsrap. 


No. 6 


Unirep States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Norts Dakota AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION OFFICE, 
Fargo, N. Dak., July 22, 1954. 
Mr. Marvin L. McLarn, 
Director, Grain Division, Commodity Stabilization Service, 
Department of Agriculture, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. McLain: This is in response to your telegram dated June 23, 1954, 
concerning the lumber material being supplied by Lloyd R. Reeve, Inc., under 
CCC purchase contract Alpm(Ff)-30399. 

This subject has been discussed at length by the State committee with Mr. 
Grover Hoskins, the field representative of Lloyd R. Reeve, Inc. It is recognized 
by all concerned that the lumber materials are not clear timber and the State 
committee is of the opinion that no person in the employ of the State office is 
qualified for grading lumber. This is the primary responsibility of naval inspec- 
tion. It is the responsibility of State and county ASC to accept structures 
which are graintight and structurally sound and it is on this basis that Reeves 
structures, as well as the structures of all other manufacturers, will be accepted. 

On July 14, 1954, the State office representative, Mr. Tillman Vigen, ad- 
ministrative assistant in charge of the price support section, visited Reeves sites at 
Alamo and Zahl in Williams County, N. Dak. Mr. Sigurd Karlgaard, county 
office manager of the Williams County ASC office, Mr. Grover Hoskins, Reeve 
field representative, and Mr. Robert Simpson, superintendent for the subcon- 
tractor for erection, also accompanied this tour of inspection. The structures 
erected at these two sites represent the first ones erected in this State. Upon 
examination we found that there were a considerable number of siding boards 
which contained knots or knotholes but all loose knots and open knotholes had 
been metal packed and the structures were considered graintight. Since there 
is a considerable amount of excess material in the shipments, it was recommended 
that the materials be culled out more stringently and only the better pieces used 
in the construction ofthe bin. It was also observed that as the erection progressed, 
better materials were utilized in the structures and better bins were the result. 
On the first bins erected there were probably 30 to 40 metal patches per bin. 
The number of patches, however, are decreasing due to the culling out of the 
more inferior material. The concrete foundation and floors were examined and 
they were found to be in very good condition. The compression tests received 
in this office generally indicate that the Reeves floor and foundations are among 
the highest. 

It is our opinion that this type of structure is of good design, but it is recom- 
mended that, if further purchases are contemplated, the specifications for material 
specify a better quality of lumber. 

We enclose for your information a letter received from Lloyd R. Reeve, Inc. 
This letter reports the conditions as they actually exist. 

Very truly yours, 
Ausert J. SANDNEss, 
Chairman. State Committee. 
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UntTep States DepaRTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION CoMMITTEE, 
Manhattan, Kans., July 28, 1956. 
Mr. L. J. Durry, 
Senate Investigating Committee, 
Room 160, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Durry: In accordance with your request, I am transmitting three 
tabulations as follows: The tabulation identified as, “Information Regarding 
B. S. & B. Bins, Kansas,” is a typewritten copy of the summary left with you on 
my visit to your office. A similar tabulation with a heading, ‘Information 
Regarding B. S. & B. Bins, Kansas,” is attached except that the column headed 
Found by Becraft and Chapman, July 1-12,’’ contains no data. This secon 
report will give the number of bins showing squashing or bulging as reported by 
county representatives as a result of the county inspection conducted during 
March and April. 

The sites selected on this second tabulation are the ones reported on by Mr. 
Gibson. Mr. Chapman and I plan on making an inspection of the bins on a few 
these sites today. I will airmail a supplemental 1eport to you as soon as we have 
completed the inspection of the bins on some of these sites. Time will not permit 
us to inspect all of the bins on these sites. 

The tabulation headed, “Report on Representative Sample of B. S. & B. Bin 
Measurements,’ submitted by counties, records the measurements of the founda- 
tion ring and the second ring of the wall of the bin. Because of the time element, 
it was impossible to tabulate the data for all 5,100 bins and we selected at random 
county reports; and we believe that the data is a representative sample of all of 
the 5,100 bins erected in Kansas. 

Very truly yours, 
WENDELL BEcRAFT, 
State Administrative Officer. 


Information regarding B. S. and B. bins, Kansas 


— 


| 
| | Number of bins bulging or squashing 


Number of | 
jB.S.andB.) Bins containing Reported | Found by N } 
| binson | grainon May 1 by Becraft | Number of 
site sais sta counties, and ~~ 
Mar.1to Chapman, oes 
Full | Partfull| Apr.10 | July 1-12 = 


Bin site 


18 
13 
10 
12 
13 
12 


Glaseo , ; | 40 
Beloit__- oe awake 26 | 
Glen Elder _.-.--.-.--- Snel 28 | 
Cawker City ’ ae : S 43 
Bogue _.....-- wae 28 | 
Hill City 13 | 
Studley --- Soka vin 24 
Seguin .. ia PS aid . 43 
Colby. ...... ak 7 
Be ccnae te scegutee 48 
MePDonald___. i : 0 | 
Bird City_.._..-- iuaur is 0 
Hanover. aes : 52 
Washington _ _- ‘ : ; 21 
ND Ss. eee ‘i 7 
RONEN, Cok Lt eA GGe cis 37 


417 | 


Dm RD DO OO OH 


NON SCOCNOYN 








we 
— 
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Report on representative sample of B. S. & B. bin measurements submitted by Counties 


| | Pari 2 1} : 
| Perimeter Perimeter of Perimeter | Parteuster of 
Bin site Bin No.| of founda- | in No.| of founda- | ring 0: 


tion ring! | wall 


| sheets? |} tion ring ! sheets 2 


Ft. in. Ft. in. || Ft. . Ft. in. 
Douglass........-| 194957 | 5 OS 56 3% || adahe 56 4) 56 3% 
| 194958 56 34) 56 334 || | 196268 56 56 3% 

| 194960 | 56 56 3% || | 196269 56 56 4 
| 194961 | 56 C3 56 34% | 196270 | 56 56 3% 
194962 | 56 56 34 196271 56 3% 
194963 | 56 56 196272 56 11 3% 
194964 | 56} 56 314 | 196273 | 56 334 

| 194965 56 56 334 || 196274 | 56 4 
| 194966 56 56 314 || 196275 56 4% 

194967 56 56 314 || 196276 56 4 
Fort Scott 194852 56 56 3% || Oakley | 197670 56 
| 194853 | 56 13 56 3% || 197671 
194854 56 13 56 3! 197672 
| 194855 | 56 114) 56 i 197673 
| 194856 | 56 56 33% || 197674 | 
194857 | 56 1 56 | 197675 | 
| 194858 | 5615 56 197676 | 
194859 56 154! BB: | 197677 
| 194860 i 56 33 197678 
194861 | 1 56 3% || 197679 
Greenwich -.. 195560 34) 56 || Moundridge_._..| 197738 
| 195561 | 56 || 197739 
| 195562 56 | 197740 
5 2 | 56 3% || 197741 
56 197742 
56 197743 
| 19556 314| 56 i 197744 
195567 56 2 | 56 197745 | 
| 195568 | f 56 197746 
195569 56 1% 56 234 || | 197747 
Halstead _...} 197283 | 56 15 56 || Sylvan Grove...) 197550 
197284 | 56S 56 | 197551 
197285 56 6} 56 336 || 197552 
| 197286 5 56 | 197553 
| 197287 | 54} 56 27% || | 197554 | 

197288 | 5634) 56 | 

197289 56 254 | 
197290 6| 563 «Citi 197557 
| 197291 56 34) 56 i} 197558 
| 197292 | 1% 56 | 197559 
Talmage.........| 196092 | 56 Delavan.........| 198101 
196093 56 56 | | 198102 
196094 | 56 56 | 198103 
196095 56 56 198104 
196096 56 | 56 | 198105 
196097 56 56: 198106 | 7 
196098 | 56 56 3% 118107 34% 
196099 56 56 } 198108 4 3% 
196100 56 56 198109 5 334 
196101 | 56 56 198110 314 














1 Measurement taken immediately below the first ring of the wall panel sheets. 
? Measurement taken in the valley of the second corrugation from the bottom of the second ring of wall 
sheets. 


No.9 


A STaTEMENT PREPARED FOR THE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
oF THe Unirep States Senate, Retatine To ALLecep Derects or 1954 
Gratin Bins MANUFACTURED AND FURNISHED TO] THE DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE BY Buiack, Srtvatts & Bryson 


By Dr. H. J. Barre, Consulting Agricultural Engineer 


I was requested by Mr. Lineberry, president of Black, Sivalls & Bryson, Inc., 
Kansas City, Mo., as an independent consultant to review the alleged defects in 
the 1954 grain bins furnished the United States Department of Agriculture by 
his company, and to prepare a statement summarizing my findings. Such a 
review included the hearings by the subcommittee on July 22, 1955, and the 
field report by Mr. Locraft dated May 27, 1955. In addition, a field inspection 
was made of 1954 grain bins located at Tonganoxie, Manhattan, and Junction 
City, Kans., and at Bowen, Carthage, and Colusa, Ill. Also, I witnessed the 
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installation at the company plant of a steel ring foundation and the first course 
of wall sheets of a sample 1954 bin, as well as observing the fabrication of parts 
for the steel ring foundation and wall sheets. 

In the limited time available, my findings and observations are briefly as 
follows: 

1. The fabrication methods employed in fabricating the 16-gage foundation 
rings and 18- and 20-gage wall sheets are in accord with the shop drawings. 
The holes are punched in the sheets in the flat before forming them to the curva- 
ture of the bin walls, This is standard practice in fabricating steel grain bins. 

2. In subsequent forming and curving of the foundation rings aad wall sheets, 
the center distances between holes spaced horizontally are changed a slight 
amount due to the stretching or compression of the metal in the sheet. In both 
the foundation ring and the wall sheets, the holes for the horizontal joints are 
punched on the hill of the outer corrugation. This results in a slight stretching 
of this part of the sheet and also increases the center distances of the holes 
slightly. Measurements of a number of sheets before and after forming are as 
follows: 


—— — tania es oo 


Before forming After forming 


Corrugated wall sheet. _____- ....---------| 142% inches! 
Foundation ring sheet___- likin eos ----+--} 122)4 inches... .-.- | 11254 inches, 
Difference babisaakinivbdGtdiben bins olen ccubuy te dbt ~ ok i .| 4% to 4 inch, 


1 These are the center-to-center distances of the holes at opposite ends of the sheet on the hill of the outer 
corrugation. 


3. These differences result in a greater circumference of both the wall and the 
foundavion ring. But the circumference of the wall will be slightly greater than 
that of the foundation ring by six times the difference of one-eighth to one-fourth 
inch for each sheet, or a total of three-fourths to 1% inches. This results in a 
difference in the diameter of the wall and the foundation ring of one-fourth to 
one-half inch and a difference in the 9-foot radius of one-eighth to one-fourth inch. 

4. In the erection of the bin it is possible either to decrease or increase this 
difference by the clearaace of the bolts in the holes of both the wall and foundation 
sheets. But this is possible, even if there were no difference in the circumferences 
of the wall and the foundation ring. 

5. The difference in the circumferences and the diameters described in paragraph 
3 above is inherent in the design as set forth in the plans and specifications. 
This accounts not only for the difference in the ciccumferences but also for the 
slight increase in center distances in the fabricated sections of the wall and 
foundation ring. 

6. The variations in the radius of curvature of both the foundation ring sheets 
and wall sheets within reasonable limits, is a condition to be expected upon 
subsequent handling in shipment and erection. This may easily be responsible 
for bending or deforming the sheet in such a way that the radius may be quite 
different from that as fabricated originally. Field experience in the erection of 
these and similar bins has shown that the radius of the sheet can readily be 
altered to conform to the true radius of the bin. The same can be said of the 
foundation ring sheets because although heavier, they are more easily deformed 
and can therefore be more easily adjusted to the true curvature of the bin at 
time of erection of the bin. 

7. Much the same can be said for the foundation or footer pads which are 
crimped in:fabrication and subsequently hot dip galvanized. These pads are 
purposely formed to a radius smaller than the true radius of the bin. This is 
done to anticipate the partial straightening not only in subsequent handling but 
in the hot-dip galvanizing, in which process it is subjected te high temperatures, 
and the internal stresses set up in forming are relievea. This results in some 
straightening of the pad. If the radius of curvature is too small it can be in- 
creased by partial flattening of the crimping at time of erection. 

8. It is my firm belief that with this small difference in circumference of the 
wall and foundation ring, the bin will be serviceable for a period of 20 years or more 
providing it is properly erected. The installation of the foundation ring is 
important. Not only must the foundation ring be round within ~reasonable 
tolerances of an inch or two to the true curvature of the bin wall, but it must be 
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set on firm and level soil at the bottom of the excavated trench. There is ample 
occasion for making errors in the installation of this part of the bin unless done 
in a careful and systematic manner. 

9. In reviewing the testimony presented at the hearing on July 22, one would 
conclude that all of the grain bins not only of this company, but those supplied 
to the United States Department of Agriculture by other concerns, were defective 
to a degree that they would not give satisfactory service for storing grain beyond 
the first year. I personally cannot share this viewpoint. Judging from the bins 
which I inspected within the past few days at several bin sites, such weaknesses 
as buckling and out of vertical alinement of the wall, and settlement of the founda- 
tion will not result in bin failures to a point where they are unsatisfactory for the 
storage of grain. In my background of experience in observing the performance 
of these bins, there is less apparent bulging in the 1954 bins after 1 year of service 
than there was in the bins purchased in 1940 after the same period of use. This 
type of structure has been designed closely in order to obtain the benefit of greatest 
economy and simplicity and it is not uncommon to find a slight buckling of the 
wall in bins which have been supplied at different times. Such defects or buckling 
can almost in every case be attributed to errors in erection. Furthermore, even 
with these apparent faults, a bin will still be serviceable in that it will store grain 
safely for a period of many years. In support of this statement, one need only 
observe the bins purchased in 1940 in which the buckling of the wall in an ap- 
preciable number of bins occurred, Although the buckling of walls progressed 
with the subsequent fillings of the bin, only rarely does such buckling permit the 
entrance of water to the point where it will spoil an appreciable amount of grain. 

Respectfully submitted. 

H. J. Barre. 


No. 10 


AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION, 
Cotorapo Strate Orrice, 
Denver 2, Colo., October 12, 1954. 


Subject: Storage structures supplied by Lloyd R. Reeve, contract Alpm 
( E 


Ff)-30399 


Mr. Marvin L. McLatrn, 
Director, Grain Division, 
Commodity Stabilization Service, 
United States Department of Agriculture, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. McLatin: This will acknowledge the receipt of and reply to your 
letter dated Octobef 7, 1954, regarding the above subject. We will answer the 
questions by number as listed in your letter. 

1. The Reeve contracts covered 25 bins here in Colorado, 9 of which were found 
to not be weather tight or drain tight on preliminary examination. We did not 
really make a preliminary examination, as our bin-site supervisors were constantly 
on the job fighting for better construction and replacement of lumber. 

2. By cutting out lumber with bad knots, refitting roof rafters, replacing with 
new lumber, and by posting a 5-year maintenance bond covering concrete floors 
on 9 of the structures. 

3. Every bin was patched with small pieces of sheet metal placed over knotholes 
and cracks. We would estimate that about 200 patches per structure were 
required. 

4. All of the structures were strengthened by placing extra wooden rings on the 
inside of the structure, by cutting new threads on the outside metal rings, and 
cutting new threads on the rings and by placing roofing pads under the connecting 
joints of the metal rings. 

During the process of erecting these bins, enough new lumber was furnished 
to completely build seven bins. After the structures were erected and accepted, 
small leaks developed around the roof hatch on several of the bins, and upon 
notification from us the contractor inspected the roofs on all bins and made 
repairs where necessary. When final settlement was made a penalty of $545.79 
was deducted from the settlement covering 16 bins which were not completed 
within the specified completion date as set up in the contract. 

Yours very truly, 


ALLEN R, Funk, 
Program Specialist, Acting for the State Committee. 
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No. 11 


Unitep States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION COMMITTEE, 
CoLorapo SratTe OFFICE, 
Denver 2, Colo. 

Subject: Grain storage purchase contract Alpm(Ff)-30399, Lloyd R. Reeve, Inc, 
Mr. Marvin L. McLarn, 

Directcr, Grain Division, 

Commodity Stabilization Service, 
United States Department of Agriculture, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Drar Mr, McLain: As we reported at the Chicago meeting, we are not fully 
satisfied with the Reeve type oF sanerention. We do not feel that this type 
storage structure will last as long nor give the service of the round steel storage 
structures, 

We have had small leaks develop in the roofs of 3 of the 25 Reeve bins erected 
in the State. All the leaks were around the roof hatch. In all three instances 
the erection contractor who was the same as the manufacturer, Lloyd R. Reeve, 
Inc., has made adequate repairs. At the present time these 25 storage structures 
are graintight and weathertight. To all appearances they are in good condition 
and there are no apparent defects in manufacture or erection. 

The only question we might bring up is the quality of the material of which 
they were constructed. This material surely is not the best but we have not 
determined whether or not it meets specifications. We do not at this time have 
any specific defects for which we could hold the contractor or manufacturer 
responsible. 

Very truly yours, 
Curis A. WAILEs, 
Program Specialist, Acting for the State Committee. 


(Received in the office of Mr. McLain June 9, 1955.) 


No. 12 
Fiscat Division, 
August 1, 1955, 
Hon, Joun L. McCue.ian, 
Chairman, Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C 


Dear Senator McCuievian: In accordance with the specific request of 
Mr. Duffy of your staff, the following information is furnished with respect to 
faulty grain bins purchased by Commodity Credit Corporation during 1949 
and 1950. 

Our claims records indicate that some of the wood grain bins were faulty 
because of the use of inferior lumber not meeting contract specifications. A 
number of other bins were received with the lumber not cut to required lengths, 
and with aluminum sheathing and roof sheets of less than the required thickness. 
It appears that appropriate inspection at the manufacturer’s plant may have 
avoided these deficiencies. 

Very truly yours, 
J. J. Somers, Director. 
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No. 13 


[Unirep States DePARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Commopity Crepit CorPoraTION 
Washington 25, D. C. 
USDA Aprit 1954 Specirications—Cy.inpricaL Metat Grain BIN 
(Drawing Serial No. 3323) 
(Standard Bin) 


1. GENERAL 


The following Federal specifications and of the issue in effect on date of appli- 
cable announcement shall form a part of this specification: QQ-I-716—Iron and 
steel; QQ-S-741—steel, structural for buildings; TT-—P-636—primer for steel; 
TT-—P-641b—~zinc paint; F F-B—571a—bolts, nuts, studs, tap rivets, etc., machine; 
SS-R-451—roof coating, asphalt; SS-R-501la roofing, prepared; QQ—-M-1l5la— 
metals: general specification for inspection of ; QQ—-A-325a—aluminum alloy 61S, 
bars, rods, shapes, and wire; QQ—A-354a—aluminum alloy (AL-—24)—hbars, rods, 
shapes, or wires; JAN-R-1150. 

All materials shall be aceurately fabricated so that the bins are weather-tight 
and grain-tight and all parts ean be readily erected at site without alterations. 
Small parts (bolts, clips, ete.) shall be packed for each bin separately and labeled 
to assure delivery of all of the parts necessary for each complete bin. 


2. DRAWINGS, ETC. 


The accompanying drawings, sheets Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4, serial No. 3323, entitled 
“Cylindrical Metal Grain Bin,’ dated April 1954, and Federal specifications 
mentioned herein, are corporate parts of these specifications. Provisions not 
covered in one, but in the other, shall be considered integral parts. 


3. SIZE OF BIN 


Only the one size and type of bin is specified. It shall be approximately 18 
feet in diameter, measured between the center lines of the corrugations, and 
approximately 16 feet in height, providing a storage capacity of about 3,250 
bushels (4,060 cubic feet) below the top of wall. 


4. MATERIALS 
A. Sheet metal 


All sheet steel shall be of open hearth steel coated with not less than 1.35 
ounces of zine per square foot, except that floor sheets may have a minimum of 
0.95 ounce coating, as determined by the diagonal triple spot test. Metal and 
galvanizing shall conform to Federal specifications QQ—I-716, class C, with excep- 
tion of weight of zinc coating noted next above, and shall be of gages shown herein 
or on the drawings. The gage referred to is galvanized sheet gage. Foundation 
steel ring sheets shall be hot-dip zine coated after fabrication. 

All aluminum sheet metal parts shall conform to the following composition: 


Element Percent composition (maximum) 
Chromium, silicon, manganese, and magnesium (total) 


Copper 

Rite 5 fk 3 
Others (total) 
Aluminum 


All aluminum sheet metal parts shall have yield strengths within one of the 
following ranges as specified in the specifications: 
Yield strength (minimum-marimum) 
pounds per square inch 
30, 000-38, 000 
21, 000-27, 000 
14, 000—20, 000 
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All aluminum structural parts shall conform to Federal specification QQ-A—325, 
condition T. 

Corrugated sheet metal for the walls shall be of a width not less than 33% inches 
and not more than 34 inches after corrugating. There shall be 13 corrugations 
running the length of the sheet, with corrugations at top and bottom edges of the 
sheets turned in the same direction. The length of the sheets shall be such that 
6 sheets of equal length will exactly fit around the perimeter with end laps of 4 
inches, excepting the 2 sheets adjacent to the door in the bottom ring, which shall 
be of lengths to provide for the door. 


B. Structural parts 


Structural steel parts, including small door frame, angles for ladders, etc., 
shall conform to Federal specifications QQ—S—741, grade B. Parts exposed to the 
weather shall be galvanized as provided for sheet metal; parts not exposed shall be 
either galvanized or painted one coat of primer for steel conforming to Federal 
specifications TT—P-—636. 

Structural aluminum parts shall conform to Federal specifications QQ—A~—325a, 
condition T. 


C. Bolts, machine screws, and nuts 

Five-sixteenth-inch hexagon head bolts with hexagonal nuts shall be provided 
for all sheet-metal connections to be made in the field. They shall be of open 
hearth steel, type B-—2, class B (Iederal specifications FF—B-571la) or 24S-T4 
aluminum alloy meeting the requirements of Federal specifications QQ—A—354a, 
condition T, except that top of bolt head need not be finished. Bolts shall have 
the following dimensions: 


Diameter of body 0. 3042-0. 3125 inch 
TOON ONO WR Ai, eee wew dc apbies chiding _...- 18, class 2, free fit 


These bolts shall have tight fitting, metal-backed, black neoprene washers 
assembled before shipment. Unthreaded length of shank shall be not less than 
0.0125 inch and not more than 0.135 inch measured from edge of head to end of 
thread and shall have a one thirty-second inch fillet at junction of head and shank. 
Nuts shall be type A—2 cold punched. Bolts for joining two thicknesses of sheet 
metal shall be three-fourths inch long; others of length sufficient for their purpose. 
Carriage bolts for door bar shall be of steel type C~—2, class B (Federal specifica- 
tions F F—B--57 1a). 

All steel bolts, machine screws, and nuts shall be cadmium plated in accordance 
with approved commercial practice after threading and tapping; such plating 
shall not be less than 0.0003-inch thick. 

All machine serews, bolts, and nuts shown on the drawings, and any others not 
shown but necessary for securely fastening intermembering parts, shall be pro- 
vided together with one nut each as specified above. Five percent additional 
bolts, complete with washer and nut, shall be provided as spares. 

Aluminum rivets shall be of 53S-T61 aluminum alloy in accordance with speci- 
fications Jan—R-1150, class E. 


D. Washers 


One plated or galvanized steel-backed black neoprene washer shall be provided 
for and atiuched to each five-sixteenths inch steel bolt. One aluminum-backed 
black neoprene washer shall be provided for and attached to each five-sixteenths 
inch aluminum bolt. Such neoprene washers may or may not be bonded to the 
metal washer and the assembly shall be of the following dimensions: 


0.698 to 0.729 inch 
20 gage 
Putieds OF Ahura a se kK .040 inch 
Thickness of neoprene %e to %2 inch 


Inside diameter of neoprene washer shall be smaller than bolt diameter to insure 
snug fit. 

_ In addition to metal-backed neoprene washers, provide for each five-sixteenths 
inch bolt in aluminum bins one galvanized steel or aluminum washer of one- 
sixteenth inch thickness and of a diameter one-eighth inch larger than the nut 
for application on inside of wall. 


E. Asphalt paint and calking compound 


The contractor shall provide with each bin two 1-gallon containers of roof- 
coating asphalt paint, brushing consistency, for coating the under side of the bin 





320 GRAIN BINS—DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


floor and the entire foundation ring. The paint shall comply with Federal speci- 
fications SS—R-451. 

Calking compound shall be supplied by the contractor for each bin and in 
sufficient quantity to insure weathertight joints and shall preferably be in extruded 
form. Round beads shall have not less than three-sixteenths inch diameter. 
Calking compound shall be guaranteed to retain adhesion and pliability for not 
less than 4 years at temperatures ranging from —20° F. to 120° F. Laboratory 
or field exposure records indicating such qualities shall be submitted with bid. 

F. Chains 


Chains for door cover, hatch cover, and ventilator locking bolts shall be weldless 
type. Chains shall be of steel either zine coated or cadmium plated or of aluminum. 


5. FABRICATION AND ERECTION 
A. General 

All parts shall be accurately fabricated to assure weathertight joints and 
ready intermembering without alteration of related parts. 

The door frame, roof hatch, and the ventilator shall be assembled ready for 
bolting in place. 

Spots where zinc coating is damaged, due to welding, severe forming, sharp 
bends, or other cause, shall be given a coat of metallic zine paint. 

Holes shall be punched in wall sheets for vertical and horizontal joints as 
described below (B 3 and 4). All other holes necessary for bolting the various 
parts together shall be punched in their proper locations, whether shown on the 
drawings or not, except that holes in the wall for bolts fastening the lower part 
of the roof anchor clips and the ladder and hatch reinforcement angles to the 
wall shall be field punched. Holes in the roof and in the clips shall be punched 
by contractor. 

Holes in the wall sheets for five-sixteenths-inch bolts shall be thirteen-thirty- 
seconds-inch in diameter; holes for all other bolts, including five-sixteenths-inch 
bolts in the roof, shall be not more than one-sixteenth-inch greater than the 
diameter of the bolt. 


B. Wail or body 


(1) Gage.—The sheets for the 3 bottom wall rings of steel bins shall be 18 gage 
steel and all other wall sheets shall be 20 gage steel, both as provided under 4A. 

The wall sheets of aluminum bins shall be type I aluminum as provided under 
4A. In the bottom ring of such aluminum bins the sheets shall be 18-gage 
steel; in the second ring, the sheet above the door (in bottom ring) shall be 
0.072 inch aluminum, The other sheets in the second ring and all sheets in 
the third ring shall be 0.064 inch aluminum. The sheets in the three top rings 
shall be 0.051 inch aluminum. 

Each wall sheet shall be clearly marked as to its ring location in the manner 
provided in the drawings. 

(2) Curving wall sheets.—The wall sheets shall be bent to a radius of curvature 
of not less than 8 feet nor more than 9 feet. Both ends of each wall sheet shall be 
bent to the curvature of the sheets so as not to deviate at all outside of the arc 
of a cirele of a 9-foot radius, when that part of the sheet from a point 10 inches 
to a point 30 inches from the end is made to coincide with the arc. The end of 
the sheet shall not depart from the concave side of the arc by more than one- 
fourth inch. 

(3) Vertical joints ——Two holes thirteen thirty-seconds of an inch in diameter 
for vertical joints shall be punched in both ends of wall sheets at each corruga- 
tion (2.67-inch vertical spacing), 1% and 2%4 inches from the end of the sheet. 
The holes shall be located in the valleys of the outside surface. 

In computing the quantity of calking material to be provided, calking between 
sheets in vertical joints shall be not less than two three-sixteenth-inch diameter 
beads placed as shown in drawings and for the entire height of sheets. 

(4) Holes for horizontal joints —Holes thirteen thirty-seconds of an inch in 
diameter for horizontal joints, shall be punched approximately 9 inches on centers 
between center lines of vertical joints and on the center line of the ridge of the 
corrugation as seen from the outside so as to provide a lap of one corrugation 
(1% to 2 inches). The vertical distance between center lines of holes shall be 32 
inches (12 corrugations). Care shall be taken to space the holes in each sheet 
so those in the lower edges of the sheet will fall exactly opposite those in the 
upper edges of the sheets and there shall be no increment of the spacing between 
baits that will be cumulative upon assembly of the wall 1:ings or which will pre- 
vent easy placing of the bolts for the horizontal joints. 


Tes ae 
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(Norr, All sheets shall be punched identically except as modified by door 
frame and top of wall. No holes shall be punched at the upper edge of the top 
tier of wall sheets (see 5A). Field reaming of holes will not be permitted.) 

(5) Foundation ring.—A 16-gage galvanized steel foundation ring completely 

shop fabricated for field attachment to bin shall be provided with a continuous 
steel footing pad as shown. The ring shall be made from six sheets, hot-dipped 
after fabrication. The foundation ring shall have one complete coat of asphalt 
paint. 
’ (6) Door.—The door opening to be provided shall be not less than 24 inches 
nor more than 26 inches wide; the height shall be such that the lintel angle shall 
fit tight against the lower edge of the wall sheet of the second ring as shown in 
drawing detail. 

The door frame shall be fabricated of steel angles as detailed on the drawings. 
A 1% by %-inch removable steel bar shall be provided as a crosstie bar bolted 
to the door frame, as shown on the drawings. Holes nine-sixteenths of an inch 
square shall be punched in the frame for two one-half-inch carriage bolts at each 
jamb as shown; nine-sixteenths of an inch round holes shall be punched to match 
in each end of the steel bar. The jamb angles shall be coped as detailed. The 
frame shall be arc welded at each corner, or fastened with three-eighths of an 
inch power-driven rivets, to transmit the hoop tension across the opening, and 
be assembled ready for setting in place. The rivets and holes for the carriage 
bolts shall be located so as not to interfere with placing the five-sixteenths of an 
inch bolts fastening the wall sheets to the door frame. 

The flashing over the door frame shall be of 24-gage steel and preformed as shown 
in the drawing. Holes shall be punched to match bolts in horizontal joints of 
wall sheets on each side of frame. 

A three-fourths inch side closure strip of rubber composition shall be provided 
at the joint of wall sheet and each jamb angle extending for the entire height of 
the bottom ring. 

A removable bulkhead panel, 16-gage, flat galvanized steel as provided in 4A, 
shall be fabricated, as shown in drawing, of one piece so as to fit the frame grain- 
tight and be provided with the following features: 

(a) A box-type reinforcing rib of the same metal 2 inches wide, 1 inch deep and 
with three-fourths inch flanges, are welded or riveted to the outside of the remoy- 


able panel, as shown, or otherwise shaped to provide equal stiffness. 

(6) A grain spout opening 8 by 8 inches located as shown, provided with slide 
and suitable guides. 

A side-swinging cover of 18-gage galvanized steel shall be fabricated as detailed 
on drawings before shipment, ready to be bolted in place. The locking pin shall 
be slotted for car seal and fastened with a chain. 


C. Floor or bottom 


The floor shall be 24-gage flat metal specified under 4A. The sheets shall be 
assembled to a true circle to permit placing at the site without binding or undue 
tolerance and to provide a snug fit against the wall when assembled on a level 
fill. 

The floor seams shall run perpendicular to the door frame. There shall be not 
more than eight double-lock seams on each half floor. The part of the floor 
which fits around the base of the door frame shall be trimmed to fit closely. 

To facilitate ease in handling and shipment, the floor may be made in two 
sections, each approximately one-half the floor. If this is done, a lock strip (or 
batten) similar to detail on drawings shall be provided with sufficient sheet-metal 
screws, cadmium plated, to provide for intermembering at site; screws shall not 
be over 6 inches apart. 

The individual sheets shall be joined together by either a double lock seam or 
by rivets; not more than two cross seams shall be used in each half section and they 
shall not be used in adjacent strips. Double lock seams shall be firmly pressed 
together to provide tightness to the floor and to fasten the sheets securely together. 
Riveted joints shall be lapped not less than 1 inch and fastened with tinners rivets, 
cadmium plated, spaced about 2 inches apart. The underside of steel flooring 
may be given one coat of asphalt paint by contractor. 


D. Roof 


(1) The roof shall be cone shaped with a slope not less than 25 degrees nor 
more than 30 degrees. A ventilator, roof hatch, and two ladders shall be provided 
as specified hereinafter. 

The roof shall be 22-gage flat, galvanized steel or 0.040-inch type II aluminum 
specified under 4A. 
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(2) Roof sections.—The roof sections shall be fabricated with ribs similar in 
shape to an inverted U as shown on the drawings. The inside dimensions of the 
rib shall not be less than the following: 

Inches 
Width at bottom of rib 
Depth of rib 
Width of flange 
Radius of crown 
Width of crown (if flat) 


The spacing of the ribs at the edge of the bin wall shall be not more than 28 
inches with an overhang midway between the ribs of at least 3 inches. The 
lower edge of the sheet between ribs shall be rolled to provide rigidity to the roof 
section. The valley between the ribs at the upper end of the roof sections shall 
be bent up to give additional weathertightness. 

(3) Holes.—Six holes three-eighth-inch diameter shall be punched in each rib 
for intermembering adjacent roof sections. All other holes for bolting the various 
structural details shall be provided of proper sizes and locations. 

(4) Anchoring roof to wall.—The roof shall be anchored to wall with 14-gage 
galvanized sheet steel clips curved to fit wall and roof of size and spacing shown 
on drawings. A metal, rubber, or other composition plug shall be provided to 
close the opening formed by the rib and top of the wall. 


E. Roof ventilator 


The roof ventilator with a hinged cover shall be of type shown on drawings 
with two separate collar rings. The ventilator shall be completely fabricated of 
galvanized steel or aluminum and the ring assembled before shipment, ready to 
be bolted in place. Blocks or other temporary separators shall be placed between 
the upper and lower collars of the platform at rib bolts to prevent damage in 
shipment. It is essential that the ventilator cover be watertight and easily 
opened and closed after assembly by an attendant when standing on the platform. 

The height of the ventilator opening shall be about linch. (No screen need 
be provided.) 

Members of the ventilator of gage or thickness indicated on the drawings 
shall be welded, riveted, or bolted together in a strong, workmanlike manner; 
eare must be taken that the inner and outer collar rings are made true and in 
two separate units with one-eighth-inch clearance all around so as to permit 
being taken apart at the site. 


F. Roof hatch 


The roof hatch shall be watertight and of size and type shown on the drawings. 
The hatch coaming and upper part of roof panel of 16-gage galvanized steel or 
0.064-inch type II, aluminum shall be fabricated into one unit extending from 
eave to ventilator. This roof section and the hatch cover shall be assembled 
ready to be bolted in place and packaged so as to prevent damage in shipping. 


G. Roof ladder 


Reinforcement of ribs—The roof under ladder and hatch shall be reinforced 
with steel or aluminum angles 24% by 24% by %» inch. Ladder rungs shall be 
punched and the various angles, ladder rungs, bolts, etc., bundled together for 
shipment. 


H. Inside ladder 


The ladder giving access from roof hatch to bin floor shall be of 1% by 1% by 
%¢ inch steel or aluminum angles with rungs securely riveted or welded to side 
rails, 6 by 6 by %¢% inch base plates and adiustable attachment to roof angles as 
shown on drawings. The rungs shall be 12 inches on center with the bottom 
rung 12 inches above floor. 


6. MATERIALS FURNISHED BY MANUFACTURER 


The complete bin and all materials and supplies shall be provided by the man- 
ufacturer and shall be packaged in pei-bin lots. 





etiienein a ee 


GRAIN BINS—-DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Unitep States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Commopity CREepIT CORPORATION 
Washington 25, D. C. 


USDA Apri. 1954 GeneRAL SPECIFICATIONS—INTERMEDIATE GRAIN STORAGE 
Srructures (MANUFACTUREF'S OWN Desian) 


I, DIMENSIONS 


1. Round structures: Diameter 18 feet or 30 feet; maximum height 16 feet 
from floor to eave. 

2. Rectangular structures: Length 24 to 32 feet, plus or minus, width 16 feet, 
plus or minus, and height 10 feet, plus or minus, from floor to eave. 

3. Minimum height of floor above grade: 8 inches. 

4. Slope of roof, except curved: Minimum 26°; maximum 30°. 

5. Headroom between top of grain and underside of roof at peak or ridge: 
Not less than 4 feet 6 inches. 


II, CAPACITY 


1. Capacity shall be computed at the rate of 0.8 bushel per cubic foot based on 
inside dimensions of space actually occupied by grain. In computing volume 


take slope of grain from eave after providing 4 feet 6 inches of headroom as 
required above. 


Ill, OPENINGS FOR ENTRANCE AND FOR RECEIVING AND REMOVING GRAIN 


1. Round structures: 

(a) Opening at the peak of roof for one weathertight ventilator and filling 
door having minimum clear opening of 22 inches diameter similar to that shown 
on USDA drawing serial No. 3323, April 1954. 

(b) One weathertight roof hatch with swinging cover similar to that shown on 
USDA drawing, serial No. 3323, April 1954. Hatch shall be located close to the 
eave and to one side of the unloading door so as not to interfere with loading or 
unloading equipment. The cover shall be provided with two metal hinges and 
one locking device. 

(c) Provide at the floor in the 30-foot diameter structure one weathertight side- 
swinging door approximately 2 feet wide and 3 feet high. The door frame shall 
be designed to safely resist grain pressure and to transmit ring stresses in the wall. 
The door opening shall be provided with a graintight bulkhead with removable 
slats on the inside and with an opening for a 10-inch diameter unloading tube 
located close to the floor. The unloading opening shall be provided with a sliding 
cover and guides. The door shall be provided with metal hinges and latches with 
holes for car seals. 

(d) Provide at the floor in the 18-foot diameter structure one weathertight 
side-swinging door and a removable bulkhead similar to that shown on USDA 
drawing serial No. 3323, April 1954. 

2. Rectangular structures: 

(a) Two weathertight roof hatches with swinging metal covers and 4 inch 
plus or minus, high coaming. Hatches shall be located at the ridge and spaced 
so as to permit filling the bin to rated capacity. Each hatch shall be provided 
with metal flashing, two metal hinges, and locking device. 

(b) Two weathertight side-swinging doors at floor on one side of structure not 
less than 2 feet 4 inches wide and 6 feet 4 inches high. The door frames shall be 
designed to safely resist grain pressure. Each door opening shall be provided 
with a graintight bulkhead with removable slats on the inside and an unloading 
opening not less than 8 by 8 inches located close to the floor. The unloading 
opening shall be provided with a sliding cover and guides. The doors shall be 
spaced so as to permit easy emptying of the bin. The doors shall have metal 
hinges and latches with holes for car seals. 


IV. UNLOADING FIXTURES 


1. 30-foot diameter round structures: Provide a tube at the floor approximately 
10 inches in diameter extending from bulkhead to center of bin in which a. grain 
auger (auger by others) may be inserted for unloading the bin. Such tube shall be 
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supported to prevent lateral and vertical movement and strong enough to with- 
stand the grain pressure without suffitient defiection to interfere with insertion, 
removal, and operation of auger when structure is full of grain. The inside end 
of tube shall be cut at an angle of about 30° with the horizontal to permit grain 
to flow freely into the tube. - The tube shall be fastened to the bulkhead and 
supports in a manner that it may be readily detached. 


Vv. LADDERS 

1. Round structures: 

(a) Provide a roof ladder located next to hatch and extending from eave to 
ventilator. Ladder shall not be in line with unloading door. 

(b) Provide an inside ladder extending from lower end of hatch opening to floor 
and located not less than 4 inches from wall. Ladder shall be supported at roof 
and floor only, with provisions for a 3-inch adjustment in height. Rungs shall be 
spaced 12 inches on centers from the floor and up. 

2. Rectangular structures: Provide a roof ladder to one side of each hatch and 
extending from eave to not less than one foot beyond ridge. 


VI. VENTILATION 


1. Round structures: One weathertight ventilator and filling door at peak of 
roof, with minimum clear opening of 22 inches diameter, similar to that shown 
on USDA drawing serial No. 3323, April 1954. 

2. Rectangular structures: Ventilation of space above grain shall be by a side- 
swinging door fitted with adjustable louvers in each gable end of building, with 
the net area of all such openings not less than five-eighths of 1 percent of floor 
area of building. Such ventilation openings to be fitted with means of closing 
tight and with one-half inch mesh galvanized hardware cloth to keep out birds. 


VII. LOADS 


1. Grain pressure of loads as given in USDA Circular 835, Grain Bin Require- 
ments, for 55 pounds/cubic foot wheat may be reduced by 10 percent. 

2. Wind loads shall be based on an 88 miles per hour wind velocity. 

3. Roof live load shall be 20 pounds per square foot horizontal projection of 
roof. 

4. All ladders shall be designed to safely support two men weighing 200 pounds 
each. 

VIII. WORKING STRESSES 


1. Eighty percent of the established yield point for any grade, class or type of 
metal may be used. 

2. Permissible strésses in reinforced concrete shall be as per the latest ACI 
standard building code requirements for reinforced concrete. 

3. Permissible stresses for various species and grades of lumber as listed in 
National Design Specifications for Stress Grade Lumber and Its Fastenings 
recommended by the National Lumber Manufacturers Association, Washington, 
D. C., may be increased by 334 percent. 

4. Permissible stresses for various species, types, and grades of plywood shall 
be as listed in Bulletin R-1630, Approximate Methods of Ealeulating the Strength 
of Plywood, United States Forest Products Laboratory, increased by 33% percent. 
Stresses for Douglas-fir plywood shall be as given in table 4, section 2, for wet 
location, Technical Data on Plywood, Douglas Fir Plywood Association, increased 
by 33% percent. 

5. Working stresses for unconventional material or combination of materials 
shall be based on laboratory tests including test establishing fatigue under con- 
tinuous loading. 

6. Soil bearing value shall be assumed at 4,000 pounds per square foot. 


IX. MATERIALS 


1. Steel shall conform to applicable Federal specifications. Physical properties 
shall be stated. 
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2. Aluminum shall be within the following chemical composition limits: 


Percent composition 
Element (maximum) 

Chromium, silicon, manganese, and magnesium (total) 6. 00 
1. 0O 

Copper 0. 40 
1. 0O 

Others (total) : 0. 50 
Aluminum Remainder 


Physical properties shall be stated. 

3. Wood trames shall be of stress-grade lumber with a maximum moisture 
content of 19 percent. Species and grade shall be stated and the lumber grade 
marked 

Boards may be of any species but shall be equal to grade C—select Douglas fir 
except that sound tight knots not larger than one-third width of board will be 
permitted. Moisture content for boards shall not exceed 16 percent. 

4. Plywood shall conform with United States commercial standards CS~45, or 
CS-122, and shall be of exterior type. Species and grade shall be stated. 

5. Cement shall be type I-A air-entraining Portland cement as per ASTM 
specification 175-51T. 

6. Maximum size of coarse concrete aggregate shall not exceed 1 inch. 

7. Concrete for floor and foundation shall have a compressive strength at 28 
days of not less than 2,500 pounds per square inch and an air content of approxi- 
mately 5 percent. Field mixed concrete shall be of the following proporticns by 
volume: 1 cement, 2% sand, 34 gravel or stone with a maximum of 6% gallons of 
water per sack of cement with dry aggregate or 6 gallons of water per sack of 
cement with wet aggregate. 

8. Prime coat for structural steel shall conform to Federal specification TT- 
P-86a-red lead; or TT—P-—636—primer for steel; touch-up coat to Federal specifi- 
cation TT-—P-—641b—zine paint; and finishing coat to Coast Guard specification 
CGS-—52-P-2a aluminum. Galvanized sheet steel shall conform to Federal 
specifications QQ-I-716, class C, except the zine coating shall be not less than 
1.35 ounce rer square foot as determined by the diagonal triple spot test-mill 
certificate shall be supplied by manufacturer. Asphalt paint for metal shall con- 
form to Federal specifications SS-R-451. Priming coat for exterior wood sur- 
faces shall conform to Federal specifications TT-P-25a. Wood preservative 
shall be suitable for degree of exposure. 

9. Calking compound shall be guaranteed to retain adhesion and pliability for 
not less than 4 years at temperatures ranging from — 20° F. to 120° F. Labora- 
tory or field exposure records indicating such quality shall be submitted with bid. 

10. Roll roofing used for flooring above concrete floors shall conform to Federal 
specifications SS-R—501a, class B. 


X. DESIGN 


1. Structures shall be structurally sound and graintight, rodenttight, and 
weathertight. Special attention shall be paid to all openings and joints. 

Roofing shall be of galvanized steel of not less than 26 gage or of aluminum not 
less than 0.024-inch thick. Side and end laps shall be of size required for weather- 
tight construction. 

Exterior walls may be of wood. Wood in single-wall construction shall be 
covered on the exterior side with metal or light-colored mineral-surfaced roll 
roofing properly nailed and cemented. Siding in double-wall construction shall be 
given one’ priming coat, including cut ends, Wood exposed to deeay shall be 
protected with a wood preservative. 

Galvanized steel or aluminum backed black neoprene washers shall be provided 
for and attached to all fasteners—including stitch serews—for roof and exterior 
wall metal. sheets. The outside diameter of washers shall be approximately 
five-eighth inch and minimum thickness of galvanized steel 24 gage, aluminum 
0.032 inch and neoprene one-sixteenth inch. The inside diameter of the neoprene 
washer shall be smaller than the shank of fastener to insure snug fit. The neo- 
prene may or may not be bonded to the metal backing. 
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2. Drawings, specifications, and detailed structural calculations shall be sub- 
mitted with the offer and shall be complete in all details as to construction and 
materials used 

3. Fasteners for metal wall and roof coverings shall be spaced not more than 
8 inches on centers and shall be close enough and be of a size and type to insure 
stability and rodenttightness and weathertightness. Gaskets, filler strips, or 
ealking compound shall be used in all joints and seams as required to provide 
weathertightness. 

4. Joints between structural members shall be of sufficient strength to safely 
transmit stresses in the members. Anchorage and ties shall be provided where 
required to resist wind load and grain pressure. When floor wire’fabric is used to 
resist lateral grain pressure, special reinforcement tying wall anchor bolts into the 
concrete slab shall be provided. 

5. Size, type, material, and spacing of all fasteners, anchors, and ties shall be 
clearly shown on the drawings or specified. 

6. Material exposed to the weather or in contact with masonry or soil shall be 
protected against decay or corrosion. 

7. Floors in rectangular and 30-foot diameter round bins shall be of concrete 
and shall not be less than 8 inches above surrounding grade level. Concrete floors 
shall be not less than 4 inches thick and reinforced with not less than 6- by 6-inch 
mesh, 10-gage welded wire fabric with 6-inch lap joints and bonded to the founda- 
tion wall. Concrete floors shall be covered with 55-pound roll roofing with 2-inch 
cemented lap joints. 

Floors for 18-foot diameter bins shall be of 24-gage galvanized steel, asphalt 
coated on underside, and fabricated similar to that shown on USDA drawing 
serial No. 3323, April 1954. 

All floors shall be laid on clean, well packed earth fill. 

8. Foundations for rectangular and 30-foot diameter round bins shall be of 
poured concrete not less than 6 inches thick, shall rest on undisturbed soil and 
shall extend a minimum of 18 inches below grade. 

The foundation for 18-foot diameter round bins shall be of 16-gage galvanized 
steel, hot-dipped after fabrication and given one complete coat of asphalt paint 
before erection. ‘The steel foundation ring shall be similar to that shown on 
USDA drawing serial No. 3323, April 1954. 


XI. FABRICATION AND ERECTION 


1. All structures shall be prefabricated to the largest extent possible to mini- 
mize number of field joints and facilitate ease and speed of erection. 

2. Holes for sheet metal screws shall be predrilled wherever possible. When 
field punching is necessary a stop-punch of proper size shall be specified on the 
drawings or in the specifications. 

3. Steel parts exposed to the weather shall be galvanized or given one shop 
coat of red lead or primer for steel and one erection coat of aluminum paint. 
Steel not exposed shall be galvanized or given one coat of primer for steel. Spots 
where galvanizing has been damaged shall be coated with metallic zine paint. 
Aluminum need not be painted except aluminum in contact with masonry shall 
be protected with asphalt paint. 

4. All sections shall be protected along all exposed edges against damage during 
delivery. All sections shall be numbered or otherwise identified for easy selection 
and placement for erection at the site. Loose members shall be bundled and tied 
and identified. 

5. Earth shall be leveled, and all dirt fill solidly compacted. The preferable 
method is with equipment similar to the sheeps foot roller. If such equipment is 
not used then the earth shall be compacted in thin layers (not more than 6 inches 
at a time) until all dirt fill is solidly compacted, using a smooth, highway type 
roller or by repeated packing with a tractor or by hand tamping. Stumps and 
other woody material shall be removed from the building area and shall not be 
used in fill under floor. ‘The earth shall be sloped away from the foundation on 
all sides for a minimum distance of 4 feet or half the distance between structures 
so that water will flow quickly to drainage ditches. After grading, the ground 
level at such distance from the building shall be at least 12 inches lower than the 
floor surface. 

6. Concrete blocks 2 by 2 by 7 inches long shall be placed 4 feet on centers 
each way on the finished subgrade as support for the floor wire fabric and to 
insure its proper placement in the concrete slab. The concrete blocks shall be 
precast and of the same composition as the concrete slab. 


ee ee ee 
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7. In addition to drawings and specifications, the manufacturer shall provide 
written instructions with respect to the proper method and sequence to be followed 
in erection of the structure. 


XII. MATERIALS FURNISHED BY MANUFACTURER 


The complete structure and all materials and supplies (except for cement, sand, 
gravel, and the 6- by 6-inch No. 10 gage wire fabric and 55-pound roll roofing) 
required shall be provided by manufacturer and shall be packaged in per-structure 
lots. 


Unitrep States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, APRIL 1954, GENERAL 
SPECIFICATIONS—FarM Type GRAIN STORAGE STRUCTURES 


(Manufacturer’s own design) 
Farm type grain storage structures shall meet the following requirements: 


I, CAPACITY 


One thousand to two thousand five hundred bushels. Detailed computation 
should be provided. 


Il, OPENINGS FOR ENTRANCE AND FOR RECEIVING, VENTILATING, AND REMOVING 
GRAIN 

1. Round structures: 

(a) One weathertight and adjustable ventilator—filling opening at peak of 
roof. 

(b) One manhole with weathertight cover in roof at eave. 

(c) One weathertight walk-in door at floor and graintight bulkhead on inside 
with removable slats. 

2. Rectangular structures: 

(a) One weathertight roof hatch at ridge. 

(b) Adjustable louvres above grain in each gable end. 

(c) One weathertight walk-in door at floor and graintight bulkhead on inside 
with removable slats. 

III. DESIGN 


Structures shall be structurally sound and graintight, rodenttight, and weather- 
tight. 

1. Special attention shall be paid to all openings and joints. 

2. Roof, walls, and floor may be of galvanized steel, aluminum, or wood and 
shall be properly protected against corrosion and decay. 

3. Foundation may be of galvanized steel or concrete blocks. Structure shall 
be properly anchored to give protection against wind damage. 


IV. LOADS AND WORKING STRESSES 


Loads and working stresses used in the design shall be as specified for inter- 
mediate grain storage structures. 


Vv. MATERIALS 


Materials shall conform to applicable requirements specified for intermediate 
size structures except that galvanized steel may be of commercial grade. A mill 
certificate stating weight of zinc coating shall be furnished by manufacturer. 


VI. DRAWINGS 


Drawings, specifications, and detailed structural calculations shall be sub- 
mitted with the offer and shall be complete in all details as to construction and 
materials used. Size, type, material, and spacing of all fasteners, anchors, and 
ties shall be clearly shown on the drawings or specifications. 
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VIl. FABRICATION 


1. All structures shall be prefabricated to the largest extent possible. 

2. All sections shall be protected along the exposed edges against damage dur- 
ing delivery. All sections shall be numbered or otherwise identified for easy 
selection and placing for erection at the site. Loose members shall be bundled 
and tied and identified. 

3. The complete structure and all materials and supplies (except masonry ma- 
terials) required shall be provided by manufacturer and shall be packaged in 
peistructure lots. 

4. In addition to diawings and specifications, the manufacturer shall provide 
written instructions with respect to the proper method and sequence to be fol- 
lowed in erection of the structures. 


x 














